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M E E T I N G  S U M M A R Y   
 

The New Pueblo Freeway Draft EIS 
Agency Scoping Meeting

See full list on page 2ATTENDEES: 

FHWA 3rd Floor Conference Room, 555 Zang, Lakewood, ColoradoLOCATION: 

MEETING DATE: February 13, 2003 

SUBJECT: New Pueblo Freeway  

PROJECT: 158128; IM 0251-156; SA 12831 

AUTHOR: Dirk D. Draper/CH2M HILL 

 

INTRODUCTION 
These meeting notes reflect the decisions and action items agreed on at this meeting.  Please 
advise the Author as soon as possible if your meeting notes reflect any substantial 
differences from these notes. 

On February 13, 2003, FHWA and CDOT hosted the Agency Scoping Meeting for the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) of the New Pueblo Freeway.  The meeting was held 
in the 3rd floor conference room of the FHWA office in Lakewood.  The purpose of the 
meeting was to exchange information with resource management agencies about the project, 
and solicit feedback on the Environmental Methodology Report CH2M HILL has written for 
the project.  The meeting began at 10 a.m. and lasted until 12:15 p.m.  

INVITATION AND PARTICIPATION 
CH2M HILL worked with FHWA and CDOT Region 2 to identify federal, state and local 
agency representatives to invite to the scoping and coordination meetings.  The Table below 
lists individuals based in Denver and their participation at the Scoping Meeting.  Invitations 
to the meeting were emailed by Chris Horn/FHWA, on Friday, January 31, 2003, with the 
Environmental Methodology Report and Information Package attached as PDF files. Written 
invitations were mailed to the same individuals the following week, along with copies of the 
same two documents.  CH2M HILL called each individual by telephone on Monday and 
Tuesday, February 10-11, 2003, to remind them of the meeting and determine their intent to 
participate. Representatives from HUD were identified late in this process.  Following 
several telephone calls during the week, email invitations were sent by CH2M HILL to two 
HUD representatives on Wednesday, February 12, 2003.  

The project sponsors will hold an “Agency Coordination Meeting” in Pueblo on February 
27, 2003, for local agencies.  The email and letter invitations identified this meeting to all 
recipients for their convenience. Please refer to the separate Agency Coordination Meeting 
Summary from that event for more information.  
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PARTICIPANTS 
Agency/Individual, Specialty Invited Attended 

Federal and State Transportation Agencies 
FHWA/Charmaine Farrar, Manager 

 
No 

 
Yes 

FHWA/Dennis Durbin, Environmental Yes Yes 
FHWA/Chris Horn, Project Manager Yes Yes 
FHWA/Monica Pavlik, Environmental No Yes 
FHWA/Edrie Vinson, Environmental Yes No 
CDOT Region 2/Dick Annand, RPEM Yes Yes 
CDOT Region 2/Judy DeHaven, Environmental  Yes Yes 
CDOT Region 2/David Miller, Project Manager Yes Yes 
CDOT EP/Mike Banovich , Landscape Architect No Yes 
CDOT EP/Tom Boyce, Water Quality Yes No 
CDOT EP/Dan Jepson, Cultural Resource Mgr-Archaeologist Yes Yes 
CDOT EP/Gordon McEvoy, Water Quality No Yes 
CDOT EP/Jerry Piffer, Air Quality, Environmental Justice Yes Yes 
CDOT EP/Lisa Schoch, Historian  Yes Yes 
CDOT EP/Rebecca Vickers, Environmental Manager  Yes No 
CDOT EP/Steve Wallace, Paleontologist Yes Yes 
 
Denver Resource Agencies 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation/Don Klima, Manager 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

No 
Army Corps of Engineers/Anita Culp, Floodplains Yes Yes 
CDPHE/Air Pollution Control Division/Jim DiLeo, Air Quality Yes Yes 
CDPHE/Solid Waste/Pat Martinek, Hazardous Materials Yes Yes 
CDPHE/Water Quality/Kathleen Reilly, Water Quality Yes No 
EPA/Sarah Fowler, 404 program No Yes 
EPA/Debra Lebow, NEPA Yes Yes 
FEMA/John Liou, Floodplains Yes Yes 
Fish and Wildlife Service/Allison Michael, Listed species Yes Yes 
HUD/Guadalupe Herrera, Environmental Justice Yes No 
HUD/Howard Kutzer, Environmental Justice Yes No 
SHPO/Dan Corson, Historical and Archaeological Yes No 
 
Consultant Team in Attendance 
CH2M HILL/Bill Knapp, EIS Project Manager  

  

CH2M HILL/Dirk Draper, Environmental Planner    
CH2M HILL/Andrea Garcia, EIS Task Manager   
CH2M HILL/Mary Jo Vobejda, EIS Public Involvement Manager 
 

  

A
The agend

GENDA 
a is attached and was followed in conducting the meeting.  

DISPLAYS AND HANDOUTS 
Bill Knapp/CH2M HILL Project Manager, conducted the majority of the first half of the 
meeting using a PowerPoint slide show that introduced participants to the project 
background and extensive development phase activities.  

Mary Jo Vobejda/CH2M HILL Public Involvement Specialist, briefed the group on the 
public involvement strategies and activities that were conducted during the Feasibility 
Study.  She highlighted the variety of methods used to engage the public in the decision
making process that occurred during planning. 
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Bill Knapp provided an overview of the environmental issues that were discovered during 
the Feasibility Study and explained the reasons an EIS is warranted.  Bill talked through the 
EIS schedule, which shows a completion date of December 2004 for a DEIS submittal. 

Andrea Garcia/CH2M HILL EIS Task Manager, described FHWA and CDOT early agency 
coordination efforts.  This included an October 7, 2002, field trip and informal resource 
agency briefings conducted in November and December 2002.  She described the purpose of 
the Environmental Methodology Report and how it will be used to guide the EIS study process.  
She said that comments are being accepted on the report through March 13, 2003. 

A number of maps and oversized figures were displayed at the meeting, including aerial 
photos overlain with map outlines of each alternative that were approximately 8 feet long, 
and one aerial photograph of the corridor that was approximately 12 feet long.  

Participants at the meeting were provided with a meeting agenda and an 11” x 17” map of 
each of the three alternatives. A number of copies of the Environmental Methodology Report 
and Info Package were distributed at the meeting.  

ACTION ITEMS 

These action items were identified in the Agency Scoping meeting: 

• CH2M HILL will send updated maps of the Existing I-25 Alignment Alternative to 
meeting participants. 

• CH2M HILL will send copies of the agenda and 11x17 maps to agency representatives 
who were invited but unable to attend the Agency Scoping or Coordination meetings. 

• CH2M HILL to change CDPHE contact to Kathleen Reilly and delete Bill McKee’s name 
from the Contact List, and to delete Van Truan/Corps from the Contact List. 

• EPA will provide CH2M HILL with examples of air toxins mitigation measures. 

• Judy DeHaven/CDOT R2 will provide a copy of new CDOT noise guidance to CH2M 
HILL. 

• Chris Horn/FHWA will provide FHWA guidance on Cumulative Impacts (February 
2003) to CDOT and CH2M HILL. 

• CH2M HILL to provide Steve Wallace, CDOT paleontologist with aerial photographs at 
1” = 2000’ scale for his fieldwork. 

• Agency representatives will submit comments on the Environmental Methodology Report 
to Andrea Garcia/CH2M HILL by March 13, 2003.  

• After March 13, 2003, CH2M HILL will revise the Environmental Methodology Report to 
reflect comments from FHWA, CDOT, and participants at the Scoping and Coordination 
meetings.  Copies of the revised Environmental Methodology Reports will be provided to 
agency representatives on the Scoping Contact List. 
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DISCUSSION 
During the hour-long question-and-answer session CH2M HILL recorded comments and 
questions on a display easel.  The transcript of comments is attached.  Much of the 
discussion focused on floodplains, air toxins, and secondary impacts.  

 Floodplains 
John Liou/FEMA advised that numerous studies of Fountain Creek are underway; 
consistency is needed in approach and assumptions on all studies of Fountain Creek, 
including the New Pueblo Freeway.  FEMA noted that revising the models of Fountain 
Creek’s complex floodplains is a process further complicated by the interim status of 
hydrology modeling. John suggested that hydraulics modeling will be needed for 10 miles 
of Fountain Creek. 
 
FEMA noted that its stringent floodway criteria and Executive Order 11988 on floodplains 
must be followed in planning the New Pueblo Freeway.  
COE/FEMA/PPACG need to define roles/responsibility among themselves, given the 
multiple concurrent studies and interim status of baseline data.    
 
Bill Knapp confirmed that potential impacts to the floodplains were presented to the public 
during the initial project planning.  He noted that additional analysis and results will be 
shared with public during the EIS. 
 
Also see comment on indirect impacts in the Wetlands discussion, below.  
 

Air Quality and Air Toxics 
Chris Horn asked whether the Environmental Methodology Report section is too detailed for 
an attainment area.  After discussion, participants agreed that further meetings are needed 
with FHWA, CDOT, EPA and APCD regarding the level of air quality analysis needed in 
Pueblo. CH2M HILL explained that existing I-25 through-lanes operate at Level of Service 
(LOS) C or better, while some existing interchanges along I-25 operate at LOS D or better.  
Future traffic operations (2025) are anticipated to operate at LOS F. 
 
NEPA requires some discussion of conformity with limited hot spot analysis, given the 
forecast of LOS F.  Jim DiLeo/APCD and Debra Lebow/EPA requested a qualitative 
statement on particulates in the DEIS, and suggested that standard language from those 
agencies be applied to the air quality analysis. EPA may not require heavy detailed 
analysis, but the agency does have mitigation measures to implement now, for example, 
requiring construction vehicles to use cleaner diesel fuel, and implement dust control 
measures.  
 
EPA explained its position that air toxins are a more important topic than pollutants in 
Pueblo.  Impacts from air-borne toxins could be an important element in a project’s 
environmental justice evaluation if potential impacts are concentrated in specific 
neighborhoods and mitigation is not implemented.  EPA cited the example that fugitive 
dust containing heavy metals is a concern, and may be an issue at the steel mill, especially 
when excavations occurs.  
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EPA is requiring that some mitigation measures for air toxins be addressed in the DEIS.  
The agency does have mitigation measures to implement now (for example I-70 East 
corridor an EPA/Denver City project) and will provide examples to CH2M HILL.  CDOT 
does not currently have a department policy on air toxins.  

 
Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

Dan Jepson/CDOT EP, asked about the level of public interest in historic preservation in 
Pueblo, and what had been the level of involvement in public meetings. CH2M HILL 
described a high level of local pride and interest in cultural resources, and cited multiple 
local historical groups operating in Pueblo.  CH2M HILL summarized attendance at the 
public participation events as consistently high, with high level of local interest and 
understanding.  
 
Dan Jepson noted that the Environmental Methodology Report section on cultural resources 
should be more detailed and reflect archaeological and paleontological investigations and 
Native American consultations, all of which will be conducted by CDOT.  He also requested 
that given the size and complexity of historic resources in this study area the consultant 
team have very close contact with CDOT-EP, especially Dan and Lisa Schoch/CDOT EP.  
Dan offered that when CH2M HILL meets with local groups on historic resource issues, 
CDOT would be willing to attend.  Bill Knapp noted that one of the public workshops is 
specifically focused on historical resources.  
 
Steve Wallace/CDOT EP paleontologist, requested aerial photographs at 1” = 2000’ scale for 
his fieldwork.  He also noted that CDOT would need Rights of Entry agreements to do 
paleontology fieldwork.  
 

Hazardous Materials 
Debra Lebow/EPA, requested that the DEIS address the potential presence of lead-based 
paint, especially in residences and bridges.  She also asked if we had methodology 
established on how to report  and address methamphetamine labs (a growing concern in 
many urban areas).  
 
One participant asked whether any of the alternatives would directly affect the mill, and 
whether a brownfields approach was appropriate.  After discussion FHWA and CDOT 
agreed to confer with EPA on potential funding sources under their brownfields programs.   
 

Alternatives Analysis 
One participant asked if the EIS will revisit all of the original alternatives evaluated in the 
preliminary planning.  CH2M HILL confirmed that these alternatives will be evaluated and 
documented.  
 

Noise 
CDOT recommended the Environmental Methodology Report to be revised to reflect the 
agency’s new regulations on noise. Judy DeHaven/CDOT R2 will provide a copy of the 
guidance to CH2M HILL. 
 

Erosion/Sedimentation especially in Fountain Creek  
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Anita Culp/Corps asked how sedimentation and erosion would be addressed in the EIS, 
and noted that stormwater and MS4 permits will be needed.  She also noted that mitigation 
will be required, not “may” as currently stated in the Environmental Methodology Report.   
 
John Liou/FEMA asked that the EIS address how to ensure protection of highway from 
flooding.  The Corps asked that during design Dillon Crossing be made perpendicular to 
Fountain Creek, if possible, to minimize impacts.  
 

Water Quality 
One participant asked for identification of the City’s water sources.  CH2M HILL explained 
that Pueblo obtains its water from the Arkansas River and Pueblo Reservoir.   
 
Gordon McEvoy/CDOT EP suggested that the DEIS clarify the water use type that is 
impacted by project activities, and to distinguish between potable or industrial uses because 
water quality needs may vary among uses.  
 

Wetlands and T & E 
Allison Michael/USFWS asked that the DEIS include analysis include “water bodies, 
wildlife” for their important connections with riparian communities. She also noted that the 
agenda identified these resources, but the Environmental Methodology Report did not. CH2M 
HILL explained that wetlands and riparian habitat would be evaluated in the DEIS, as 
identified in the Environmental Methodology Report, and acknowledged that the agenda, 
which is based on the FHWA Technical Advisory does vary on that topic.  
 
Anita Culp/Corps asked that care be taken in delineating wetlands in 2003, and to not base 
our analysis or conclusions on current hydrology.  She suggested that during drought 
conditions we not rely only on hydrology but map the wetland features based on 
vegetation.  
 
One commentor noted that Executive Order 11990 on Wetlands Protection should be 
identified as guidance in Environmental Methodology Report.  
 
One commentor noted that the DEIS analysis of wetlands include discussion of the impacts 
on off-site gravel pits for aggregate, and suggested that this is a potentially important issue.  
The suggestion was made that we treat this potential impact as disclosure issue—that is, 
identify it in Indirect Effects or Cumulative Impacts, and don’t ignore it as a potential 
impact.  
 
Another commentor noted that this same issue applied to floodplains—that is, gravel 
mining can indirectly affect floodplains.  
 

Green Building Practices 
Pat Martinik/CDPHE requested that green building practices be implemented wherever 
possible; for example, recycling old concrete and using recycled tires in noise walls.  The 
commentor suggested that CDOT build these practices into contractual incentives for 
contractor. Bill Knapp suggested this be reflected in any project advertisements so 
contractors could reflect this approach in their bids. Another commentor suggested that 
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balancing recycling and other green practices be among the topics in the context sensitive 
solutions workshops.  
 

Visual  
One participant advised that FHWA and CDOT should use the federal Highway 
Beautification Act as guidance on visual impacts.   
 

Cumulative Impacts  
Chris Horn recommended the Environmental Methodology Report be revised to reflect the 
February 3, 2003, FHWA-published interim guidance on cumulative impacts.  Chris Horn 
said he would provide this document to CDOT and CH2M HILL. 
 

ARCHIVED MATERIALS 
Contact list 
Information Package 
Environmental Methodology Report 
Transcript of comments recorded on easel at meeting 
11 x 17 maps 
Invitation email  
Invitation letter 
B.Knapp PowerPoint presentation slides 
Sign-In sheets  
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M E E T I N G  S U M M A R Y   
 

The New Pueblo Freeway Draft EIS 
Agency Coordination Meeting

See full list on page 2ATTENDEES: 

Interim Library Conference Room, 701 Court Street, Pueblo, ColoradoLOCATION: 

MEETING DATE: February 27, 2003 

SUBJECT: New Pueblo Freeway  

PROJECT: 158128; IM 0251-156; SA 12831 

AUTHOR: Dirk D. Draper/CH2M HILL 

 

INTRODUCTION 
These meeting notes reflect the decisions and action items agreed on at this meeting.  Please 
advise the Author as soon as possible if your meeting notes reflect any substantial 
differences from these notes. 

On February 27, 2003, FHWA and CDOT hosted an Agency Coordination Meeting for the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) of the New Pueblo Freeway.  The meeting 
was held in the Interim Library for the City-County Library in Pueblo.  The purpose of the 
meeting was to exchange information with resource management agencies about the project, 
and solicit feedback on the Environmental Methodology Report CH2M HILL has written for 
the project.  The meeting began at 10 a.m. and lasted until 11:50 a.m.  

INVITATION AND PARTICIPATION 
CH2M HILL worked with FHWA and CDOT Region 2 to identify federal, state and local 
agency representatives to invite to the scoping and coordination meetings.  The Table below 
lists individuals based in Pueblo and their participation at the Coordination Meeting.  
Invitations to the meeting were emailed by Chris Horn/FHWA, on Friday, January 31, 2003, 
with the Environmental Methodology Report and Information Package attached as PDF files. 
Written invitations were mailed to the same individuals the following week, along with 
copies of the same two documents. CH2M HILL called each individual by telephone on 
Tuesday and Wednesday, February 25-26, 2003, to remind them of the meeting and 
determine their intent to participate.  

The project sponsors held an “Agency Scoping Meeting” in Lakewood on February 13, 2003.  
The email and letter invitations identified the February 13th meeting to all recipients for their 
convenience. Please refer to the separate Agency Scoping Meeting Summary from that event 
for more information.  
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PARTICIPANTS 
Agency/Individual, Specialty Invited Attended 

Federal and State Transportation Agencies 
FHWA/ Dennis Durbin, Environmental 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

CDOT Region 2/Dick Annand, RPEM Yes Yes 
CDOT Region 2/Judy DeHaven, Environmental  Yes Yes 
CDOT Region 2/David Miller, Project Manager Yes Yes 
 
Pueblo Resource Agencies 
Bessemer Historical Society/Maria Sanchez  

 
 

Yes 

 
 

No 
City of Pueblo/Dan Centa, Transportation Yes Yes 
City of Pueblo/David Cockrell, Neighborhoods No Yes 
City of Pueblo/Tom Cvar, Public Works Yes No 
City of Pueblo/Bob Gilliland, Parks No Yes 
City of Pueblo/Jim Munch Yes Yes 
City of Pueblo/Jack Quinn, Housing Authority Yes Yes 
City of Pueblo/Rich Zajac, Parks Yes Yes 
Colorado Division of Wildlife/Al Trujillo Yes No 
Colorado Division of Wildlife/Kevin Kaczmerek  Yes No 
PACOG/Bill Moore, Director Yes Yes 
Pueblo County/Kim Headley, Planning Yes No 
Pueblo County/Greg Severance, Public Works Yes No 
Pueblo County/Del Olivas, Social Services Yes No 
Pueblo County/ Jeffrey Woeber, Planning Yes Yes 
Pueblo County, City of Pueblo/Emmet Hance, Health Department Yes Yes 
Pueblo County, City of Pueblo/Chris Nevin-Wood, Health Department Yes No 
Pueblo County Historical Society/George Williams Yes Yes 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers/Van Truan, Manager Yes No 
 
Consultant Team in Attendance 
CH2M HILL/Bill Knapp, EIS Project Manager  

  

CH2M HILL/Andrea Garcia, EIS Task Manager   
CH2M HILL/Mary Jo Vobejda, EIS Public Involvement Manager   
CH2M HILL/Dirk Draper, Environmental Planner    
Ballantyne Marketing/Glenn Ballantyne, Public Involvement 
 

  

A

The agend

GENDA 

a is attached and was followed in conducting the meeting.  

DISPLAYS AND HANDOUTS 
Bill Knapp/CH2M HILL Project Manager, conducted the majority of the first half of the 

 meeting using a PowerPoint slide show and display maps that introduced participants to
the project background and extensive development phase activities.  

MaryJo Vobejda/CH2M HILL Public Involvement Task Manager, briefed the group on the 
public involvement strategies and activities that were conducted during the Feasibility 
Study.  She highlighted the variety of methods used to engage the public in the decision
making process that occurred during planning. 

Bill Knapp

 

 provided an overview of the environmental issues that were discovered during 
 the Feasibility Study and explained the reasons an EIS is warranted.  Bill talked through the

EIS schedule, which shows a DEIS submittal in December 2004. 

Andrea Garcia/CH2M HILL EIS Task Manager, described FHWA and CDOT early agency 
coordination efforts.  This included an October 7, 2002, field trip and informal resource 
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agency briefings conducted in November and December 2002.  She described the purpose of
the Environmental Methodology Report and how it will be used to guide the EIS study proc
She said that comments are being accepted on the report through March 13, 2003. 

A number of maps and oversized figures were displayed at the meeting, including aerial 
photos approximately 6 feet long overlain with map outlines of each build alternative. 

 
ess.  

 

s 
the 

identified in the Agency Scoping meeting: 

inutes from both agency 

and replacement of Benedict Park.  

e 

 

Participants at the meeting were provided with a meeting agenda and three 11” x 17” map
of each of the alternatives, one overlaid on an aerial photograph. A number of copies of 
Environmental Methodology Report were distributed at the meeting. Participants were asked 
to register on the Sign-In Sheet.  

ACTION ITEMS 

These action items were 

• CH2M HILL will send copies of the agenda, 11x17 maps, and m
meetings to participants and invitees.  

• Distribute Air Quality Technical Memo, when it is completed, to Pueblo County Health 
Department.  

• Reach out to residents in the Prairie neighborhood, east of St. Mary’s School, in 
discussions about potential impacts to 

• Involve St. Charles Water District in the project if their points of diversion on th
Arkansas River are to be affected. 

• Agency representatives will submit comments on the Environmental Methodology Report
to Andrea Garcia/CH2M HILL by March 13, 2003.  

he Scoping and Coordination 

-answer session CH2M HILL recorded comments and 
 display easel. Much of the discussion focused on neighborhood impacts and 

• After March 13, 2003, CH2M HILL will revise the Environmental Methodology Report to 
reflect comments from FHWA, CDOT, and participants at t
meetings.  Copies of the revised Environmental Methodology Reports will be provided to 
agency representatives on the Scoping Contact List. 

DISCUSSION 
During the hour-long question-and
questions on a
local economic development.  

 Agency Coordination 
Jim Munch/City asked how local agencies can best coordinate on the project with federal 
and state agencies. Bill Knapp reviewed opportunities for meetings that include context 
sensitive solution workshops, topic-specific open houses, monthly meetings with FHWA, 
and periodic meetings with the resource management agencies.  
 
Bill Moore/PACOG asked how conflicts between agencies would be resolved.  Denny 
Durbin/FHWA explained that FHWA will try to resolve issues whenever possible, but if 
that is not possible FHWA, as the lead agency, will make the final decision.  
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Emmet Hance/City-County Health Department said the County Health Department w
be interested in coordinating with the Air Pollution Control Division (in Colorado 
Department of Health and Environment) and seeing the air quality deliverab

ould 

les when they 
re available. Andrea Garciaa  noted that APCD and EPA had attended the Agency Scoping 

lysis is 
meeting and that air toxins was subject of considerable discussion. She said that a more 
detailed air quality methodology report would be written before the air quality ana
conducted.  The report will be reviewed by air quality staff from FHWA, CDOT, APCD, 
EPA, and PACOG. 
 
 
Jim Munch asked how the three community working groups would be involved in the EIS.  
Bill Knapp confirmed they would be involved, and that coordination efforts would begin 

llowing the scoping activities that are now underway.  fo
 
 Project Alternatives 
Dan Centa/City asked why the south end of the project footprint had changed from the 
Feasibility Study, and whether that would affect the study. Bill Knapp responded that the 

IS will evaluate all areas affected. He noted that the original study area ended at Pueblo 
t the Stem Beach interchange was added later to reflect a 

E
Boulevard, as does the EIS, and tha
very long-term planning horizon. Bill also explained that the EIS study area ending at 
Pueblo Boulevard does not affect opportunities to improve the Stem Beach interchange at 
any time in the future.  
 
Jim Munch asked whether the Dillon Street extension is included in the EIS boundaries
whether the potential impact on Erie Avenue would be included in the EIS.  

, and 
Bill Knapp 

confirmed that the EIS includes the extension of Dillon Street but not the future/potential 
pacts associated with a connection to Erie.  im

 
George Williams/Pueblo Historical Society asked if a bypass entirely around the city had
been suggested.  

 
David Miller/CDOT R2 and others explained that this had been explored

and determined not to be desirable for the City
 

 to remove all traffic from the interstate.  
 
 Local Traffic 
Dan Centa voiced concern about how the present configuration of access roads could shift 
traffic to Mesa from Northern, which is the opposite of what needs to happen. He suggested 

is intersection be examined to ensure it achieves the project’s objectives, and that traffic 
d to reduce unwanted cut-through traffic. David Cockrell

th
calming and signage be use /City 
also noted that traffic speeds and volumes west of Mesa are a concern for schools in this 
area.  
 
David Cockrell expressed support for a below-grade I-25 because it would reduce noise.  
 
Bill Moore asked what decision was reached in building a slip ramp at Mesa/Northern. Bill 
Knapp explained that there was not sufficient room to construct the ramp under Mesa and 
the concept has been determined not to be feasible.  
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Dan Centa suggested that to improve local connectivity the project must include robust 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Jim Munch recommended that to improve connectivity the 
study must begin by identifying where the highway is a barrier and where it is not.  
 
 Project Phasing 
Jim Munch asked if the project could be phased to implement some segments as partial 
funding becomes available. Bill Knapp and David Miller confirmed that no formal decision 

ad been made and that this would be evaluated and implemented if appropriate. Judy h
DeHaven/CDOT R2 also noted that CDOT will talk with EPA about how brownfields 

s approaches could be used in some areas of the corridor to limit remediation requirement
and expedite highway improvements.  
 
 Community Parks 
George Williams suggested that residents in the Prairie neighborhood, east of St. Mary’s 
School, be included in discussions about potential impacts to Benedict Park, noting that this 

 one of few parks on the east side, and is heavily used by those residents. He also noted 
sidered as well as the acreage of the park, and expressed 

is
that the layout of the park be con
concern that the long-thin footprint identified by Bill Knapp may not be usable as a park. 
 

 

George Williams asked if indirect impacts (such as noise) on Mineral Palace Park will be 
evaluated and addressed, and how potential impacts will be balanced.  He cited as an 
example how a noise wall could protect the quiet but block views into the park.  Bill Knapp 
onfirmed that indirect impacts will be addressed, and agreed that some balancing like this 

  
c
will be required, but it is too early to determine how an issue like this would be resolved.
 
 Neighborhoods  
David Cockrell requested that the new Bessemer Neighborhood Plan be considered in the EIS 
plan.  David noted he is the City’s representative working with the neighborhood.  He also 
ommented that in any redevelopment, parking at the site will be important, and that 

ssemer Ditch and future access points are all being 
c
boundaries just south of the Be
considered now.  
 
 Historic Properties  
Jim Munch said that a new local historic preservation commission regulates demol
historic properties

ition of 
. He noted potential impacts along Bradford and asked whether CDOT 

ould comply with local regulations on demolition. Judy DeHavenw  asked if relocation was 
avoid demolition and preserve these properties.  These an appropriate option that would 

issues will be addressed in the EIS.  
 
David Cockrell observed that a local group, supported by students from the University of 
Colorado, is working on nominating Mineral Palace Park as a national historic district. 
Another commentor noted that creation of a Northside Historic District is being explored 

ow.  n
 
Jim Munch asked if the EIS will consider induced economic impacts and development 
pressure near interchanges. He suggested that the secondary impacts analysis should 
evaluate the “big picture” such as the location of hazardous materials sites relative to the 
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terstate.  Bill Knappin  and others confirmed that we will evaluate secondary and indirect 
impacts in the EIS.   
 
 Environmental Justice  
Andrea Garcia noted that the project sponsors were aware of potential impacts related to 
environmental justice.  She asked Jack Quinn/City Housing Authority if he had suggestions 

f how to effectively engage low income and minority neighborhoods in the planning o
process. Jack Quinn responded that he understood that the seniors’ high rise north of 
Mineral Palace Park would not be impacted under the present footprint.   
 
Bill Knapp asked specifically for suggestions about how to engage the East Grove 
neighborhood in planning activities. Emmet Hance acknowledge this is difficult and 
recommended being tenacious in efforts to engage neighborhoods. Jack Quinn noted that 

e Grove neighborhood has many rentals and thus residents are unlikely to participate.  th
 
 Water Resources 
Jim Munch recommended that St. Charles Water District be involved in the project if their 
points of diversion are to be affected.  He also noted that the Bureau of Reclamation may 
undertake a NEPA study on reauthorizing the dam and minimum flow requirements 

t to Colorado Springs, and recommended the project team associated with a pipeline projec
coordinate with the Bureau’s effort.  
 
George Williams observed that public works has some emergency floodgates that may
affected, and asked if they were involved. 

 be 
Andrea Garcia noted that Public Works was 

invited to today’s meeting, that we would coordinate with them, and that they would be 
rovided with meeting minutes.  

gy Report 
s recorded on easel at meeting 

 

  

p
 

ARCHIVE MATERIALS 
Contact list 
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Environmental Methodolo
Transcript of comment
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B.Knapp PowerPoint presentation slides 
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Section 6(f) Correspondence 



Colorado State Parks 
State Trails Program - Southern Colorado Trails Coordinator 

4255 Sinton Road• Colorado Springs, Colorado 80907 •Phone (719) 227-5259 •FAX (719) 227-5264 • www.parks.state.co.us 

February 16, 2005 

Richard Annand 
Region Planning & Environmental Manager 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 536-905 Erie Avenue 
Pueblo, CO 81002 

Re: L WCF funded improvements along 1-25 in Pueblo 

Dear Mr. Annand: 

On January 28th you and I met with Andrea Garcia and Scott Asher of CH2MHill, and Steven 
Meier of the City of Pueblo at the location of the US Highway 50 and Fountain Creek Trail 
crossing in Pueblo, Colorado. I appreciate you and your staff taking the time to show me the 
proposed 1-25 expansion project and how it might affect the Fountain Creek Trail and other 
projects funded by Land and Water Conservation Fund and other funding sources we have 
managed grants on. 

From walking the site with CDOT and CH2MHill representatives I feel that there is little chance 
that the 1-25 Expansion Project, which includes improvements to US Highway 50 at this location 
where it joins 1-25, will negatively impact the Fountain Creek Trail. By constructing one or 
more retaining walls where the trail crosses under Highway 50 and goes down beside Fountain 
Creek, you will keep the toe of the slope of the highway from encroaching on the trail surface. It 
appears to me that the surface of the trail, the footbridge over the small stream beside the 
highway, and a small three-foot right of way along the trail for signs, etc., are all the 
improvements that have been funded by our grant where the trail crosses the CDOT right of way. 

In fact, I think the new construction will present an exciting opportunity to actually improve the 
setting and features surrounding the trail where it crosses under the highway. Hopefully, the 
retaining wall(s) installed by CDOT will be decorative in nature reflecting the park-like setting 
the City of Pueblo has planned for that location. 

Additionally, there are two shortcomings with the trail as it exists today. First, it is so low next 
to Fountain Creek as it crosses under the existing Highway 50 bridge that it periodically floods. 
Second, where the trail intersects the footbridge just on the south side of Highway 50, there is a 
hard 90-degree bend, which creates a dangerous blind comer for trail users. If construction 

STATE OF COLORADO• COLORADO STATE PARKS 
Bill Owens, Governor· Russell George, Executive Director, Department of Natural Resources • Lyle Laverty, Director, Colorado State Parks 

Colorado Board of Parks and Outdoor Recreation: •Dr. Tom Ready, Chair, Natural Areas Representative• Doug Cole, GOCO Representative 
Wade Haerle, Member· Tom Glass, Member· Antonette DeLauro, Member 



Colorado State Parks 
State Trails Program - Southern Colorado Trails Coordinator 

4255 Sinton Road• Colorado Springs, Colorado 80907 •Phone (719) 227-5259 •FAX (719) 227-5264 • www.parks.state.co.us 

crews do find it necessary to go on to the trail for reconstruction of the highway, I would ask that 
they fix these two areas by raising the trail bed by two feet where it goes under the highway 
bridge and by straightening that portion of the trail where it meets the footbridge. This would 
allow trail users to more safely use the trail, even when the creek is high. 

It is my understanding from talking to you and CH2MHill that the remaining two L WCF funded 
projects near the 1-25 expansion will not be affected. Either of the proposed new bridge 
crossings near Runyon Park and Runyon Field will not impact this park at all, and will miss them 
~together. 

Again, I appreciate your assistance in showing me this proposed project. If you need me for any 
related information that I may be able to provide, feel free to call me. Best of luck on this 
project. 

Casey Swanson 

Cc: vScott Asher 
Steven Meier 
Lori Malcolm 

STATE OF COLORADO· COLORADO STATE PARKS 
Bill Owens, Governor· Russell George, Executive Director, Department of Natural Resources • Lyle Laverty, Director, Colorado State Parks 

Colorado Board of Parks and Outdoor Recreation: •Dr. Tom Ready. Chair, Natural Areas Representative• Doug Cole, GOCO Representative 
Wade Haerle, Member· Tom Glass. Member· Antonette DeLauro, Member 
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STATE OF COLORADO 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Region 2 – South Engineering Program 

902 Erie Ave 

Pueblo, Colorado 81001 

(719) 546-5794 

(719) 546-5777 FAX 

 

June 25, 2012 

Mr. Thomas M. Morrissey, PE 

State Trails Program Manager 

Colorado Parks and Wildlife Division 

1313 Sherman Street, Room 618 

Denver, CO 80201 

 

Subject: Request for Permission to Convert Three Properties Funded with Land and Water Conservation 

Funds to a Transportation Use in Pueblo, Colorado: Fountain Creek Park Land, Runyon/Fountain 

Lake State Wildlife Area, and Benedict Park 

Dear Mr. Morrissey: 

The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) are planning 

improvements to a 7-mile segment of Interstate-25 (I-25) through Pueblo, Colorado and are preparing a Final 

Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). This correspondence is intended to initiate the approval of the conversion 

of three Section 6(f) assisted properties for the project, in accordance with Section 6(f)(3) of the Land and Water 

Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act of 1965 and at the request of the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI). The 

purpose of the transportation improvements are to: (1) improve safety by addressing deteriorating roadways and 

bridges and non-standard roadway characteristics on I-25 and (2) improve local and regional mobility within and 

through the City of Pueblo to meet existing and future travel demands. Because of the size and cost associated 

with the needed improvements, they will not be completed or funded as a single project, but as a series of projects 

that are each individually funded, will have independent utility, and will be funded individually. Mitigation will be 

completed during the same project in which the associated impacts occur. Only the initial projects are currently 

funded with State and Federal funds. More information can be found in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

(www.i25pueblo.com). The following information has been provided for review:  

1. Project descriptions 

2. Areas of conversion and impacts to actively managed recreational attributes 

3. Avoidance considerations for each project 

4. Proposed mitigation 

CDOT has consulted the owner of the recreational properties (City of Pueblo, under care of Pueblo Conservancy 

District) and has approval for the proposed mitigation identified for each project. The owners have signed a 

Memorandum of Understanding with CDOT (Attachment 1) as a means of demonstrating their support for the 

mitigation proposed in return for the conversions and their commitment to maintaining the proposed 

improvements. 
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PROJECTS WITH ASSOCIATED SECTION 6(F)(3) CONVERSIONS 

Due to the size and costs associated with the improvements to the I-25 corridor in Pueblo, the improvements will 

be conducted as a series of projects in separately funded phases. Mitigation for impacts associated with the 

projects in each phase must be completed at the same time and will be a part of the project requirements. Where 

funding is available, projects may be bundled for construction. 

RELOCATION OF US 50B TO THE NORTH AND WIDENING OF US 50B 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This project will shift the current US 50B interchange with I-25 slightly north, relocating where US 50B crosses the 

Fountain Creek Park Land and the Fountain Creek Trail. The US 50B realignment will require construction and 

conversion of land in the 100-year floodplain for Fountain Creek, which is the identified boundary for the Section 

6(f) funds associated with the Fountain Creek Park Land and Fountain Creek Trail, but active recreation is not 

present in this entire boundary. This realignment is needed to improve the interchange operations where US 50B 

and I-25 connect. The new bridge will have a greater span than the current bridge, which will improve the 

recreational attributes of the Fountain Creek floodplain and the trail and improve wildlife connectivity in the area. 

CONVERSION 

The Fountain Creek Park Land, shown in Exhibit 1, consists of approximately 400 acres of undeveloped, semi-arid, 

high plains predominantly covered with sagebrush, cactus, willow, cottonwood, and native grasses. The park land, 

which is naturally vegetated and has wildlife, is located entirely within the Fountain Creek floodplain and is owned 

and managed by the City of Pueblo. It consists of open space, a trail that serves regional and local bike and 

pedestrian traffic, a location for environmental education at the elementary school level, and picnic tables. The 

corridor provides flood control for adjacent land uses. Stormwater runoff from I-25 currently runs unmanaged into 

Fountain Creek and the wetland areas in the park land, causing sedimentation issues and impacting wildlife 

habitat. 

The realignment and widening of US 50B will require the acquisition of 2.17 acres from the City of Pueblo within 

the Fountain Creek floodplain, which is associated with the Section 6(f) boundary for the Fountain Creek Park Land, 

as shown in Exhibit 2. An additional 1 acre of land will be temporarily occupied during construction, but will be 

regraded and reopened to recreation post construction. The Fountain Creek Trail will need to be closed during 

construction for the safety of the public. However, CDOT is committed to identifying and providing a safe detour 

for recreational users and providing appropriate signage and advanced notice to trail users to ensure that 

recreational opportunities in the area are not compromised. 

The Fountain Creek Trail parallels I-25 and travels north and south along the Fountain Creek floodplain throughout 

the Fountain Creek Park Land (see Exhibit 1). Paved bicycle and pedestrian trails are located along the east side of 

Fountain Creek, along with a few picnic tables. There are also a number of trailheads adjacent to the Fountain 

Creek Trail. Much of the property is currently inaccessible to areas west of Fountain Creek. The Fountain Creek 

Trail and some of the property within the floodplain were developed with multiple grants from the LWCF.  

AVOIDANCE CONSIDERATIONS 

US 50B is a major east-west transportation corridor in the area and already crosses the Fountain Creek floodplain. 

No avoidance would be possible through alignment shifts. A bridge of sufficient size to avoid any conversion issues 

is not financially feasible. 
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Exhibit 1. Fountain Creek Park Land – Existing Location and Section 6(f)(3) Boundary 

 

Note: Benedict Park is located south of the Arkansas River in the central portion of the project area and is not 

shown in Exhibit 1. 
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Exhibit 2. Fountain Creek Park Land – Area Proposed for Conversion 
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PROPOSED MITIGATION 

• Areas of temporary occupancy will be regraded and returned to recreational use after construction. 

• The existing US 50B alignment will be removed and the land within the floodplain will be turned over to 

the City of Pueblo to be part of the Fountain Creek Park Land. A total of 3.3 acres will be deeded to the 

City for recreational purposes, and this land is contiguous with the existing Fountain Creek Park Land. 

• Detours or other appropriate accommodations for users of the Fountain Creek Trail will be provided. 

Public notice of any closures and detour routes will be conducted prior to any closures, and signage and 

other instructions will be posted and maintained. 

• Stormwater detention ponds will be built within the existing floodplain to capture stormwater runoff from 

the roadways to reduce impacts on vegetation and wildlife in the Fountain Creek Park Land. 

• Recreational access to the western bank of Fountain Creek, which is currently not accessible to 

pedestrians, will be provided via construction of a soft-surface trail, and additional picnic tables will be 

installed. 

DILLON DRIVE EXTENSION 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This project will extend Dillon Drive from its current southern terminus to intersect with US 50B. The Dillon Drive 

extension will require construction and conversion of land in the 100-year floodplain for Fountain Creek, which is 

the identified boundary for the Section 6(f) funds associated with the Fountain Creek Park Land and Fountain 

Creek Trail, but active recreation is not present in this entire boundary.  

CONVERSION 

The Fountain Creek Park Land consists of approximately 400 acres of undeveloped, semi-arid, high plains 

predominantly covered with sagebrush, cactus, willow, cottonwood, and native grasses. The park land, which is 

naturally vegetated and has wildlife, is located entirely within the Fountain Creek floodplain and is owned and 

managed by the City of Pueblo. It consists of open space, a trail that serves regional and local bike and pedestrian 

traffic, a location for environmental education at the elementary school level, and picnic tables. The corridor 

provides flood control for adjacent land uses.  

The extension of Dillon Drive to US 50B requires the conversion of 3.95 acres of undeveloped park land along the 

west side of the Fountain Creek Park Land, north of US 50B (see Exhibit 2). This area around the extended road is 

made up of riparian habitat. During construction, approximately 1 acre in the Fountain Creek Park Land will be 

temporarily occupied as a part of the project, but will be regraded and returned to recreational use post 

construction.  

The Fountain Creek Trail parallels I-25 and travels north and south along the Fountain Creek floodplain throughout 

the Fountain Creek Park Land (see Exhibit 1). Paved bicycle and pedestrian trails are located along the east side of 

Fountain Creek, along with a few picnic tables. There are also a number of trailheads adjacent to the Fountain 

Creek Trail. Much of the property is currently inaccessible to areas west of Fountain Creek. The Fountain Creek 

Trail and some of the property within the floodplain were developed with multiple grants from the LWCF. 

AVOIDANCE CONSIDERATIONS 

Because the Fountain Creek Park Land is immediately adjacent to I-25 and Dillon Drive, the project could not be 

designed to avoid this property altogether. Dillon Drive is part of the roadway network of north-south roads in the 

corridor. Moving Dillon Drive further west would require shifting I-25 to the west, which would result in additional 

impacts to the North Side Historic District (including various homes) and Mineral Palace Park. Moving Dillon Drive 
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further east would require a bridge over Fountain Creek, which would also impact Fountain Creek Park Land. The 

CDOT Project Team evaluated an extension of Erie Avenue as an avoidance option, but found that this option 

would also require a bridge over Fountain Creek, resulting in impacts to Fountain Creek Park Land. 

PROPOSED MITIGATION 

• Areas of temporary occupancy will be regraded and returned to recreational use after construction. 

• A new informational kiosk will be installed at Mineral Palace Park directing users to recreational 

opportunities along Fountain Creek (to be accessible from Mineral Palace Park via a new pedestrian 

bridge over I-25) and the role of Land and Water Conservation Funds in supporting preservation of 

outdoor recreation in the area. 

• The Dillon Drive extension will include sidewalks that will improve access to the western bank of the 

Fountain Creek Park Land, which currently has extremely limited accessibility. 

8
TH

 STREET IMPROVEMENTS 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The improvements to I-25 in the vicinity of 8
th

 Street in Pueblo will require widening 8
th

 Street to the east of the 

new I-25 alignment to the point where the current 8
th

 Street bridge crosses Fountain Creek Park Land. The 

development of a stormwater pond in the southeast corner of the 8
th

 Street and I-25 interchange will capture 

water from the new and existing roadway network that currently flows into the Fountain Creek Park Land. The 8
th

 

Street project will improve east-west mobility in the area, including improved sidewalks under I-25, which will 

better connect pedestrians in downtown Pueblo on the west side of I-25 with the recreational opportunities of 

Fountain Creek. 

CONVERSION 

The Fountain Creek Park Land consists of approximately 400 acres of undeveloped, semi-arid, high plains 

predominantly covered with sagebrush, cactus, willow, cottonwood, and native grasses. The park land, which is 

naturally vegetated and has wildlife, is located entirely within the Fountain Creek floodplain and is owned and 

managed by the City of Pueblo. It consists of open space, a trail that serves regional and local bike and pedestrian 

traffic, a location for environmental education at the elementary school level, and picnic tables. The corridor 

provides flood control for adjacent land uses.  

Conversion of 0.14 acres from Fountain Creek Park Land will be required for this project for the widening of 8
th

 

Street, which is owned and operated by the City of Pueblo. This portion of the Fountain Creek Park Land does not 

currently serve any active recreational purpose and is separated from the rest of the Fountain Creek Park Land by 

an active railroad line. 

The Fountain Creek Park Land and the Fountain Creek Trail parallel I-25 and travel north-south along the Fountain 

Creek floodplain, as shown in Exhibit 3. Paved bicycle and pedestrian trails are located along the east side of 

Fountain Creek, along with a few picnic tables. There are also a number of trailheads adjacent to the Fountain 

Creek Trail. Much of the property is currently inaccessible to areas west of Fountain Creek. The Fountain Creek 

Trail and some of the property within the floodplain were developed with multiple grants from the LWCF.  
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Exhibit 3. Fountain Creek Park Land – Area Proposed for Conversion 
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AVOIDANCE CONSIDERATIONS 

The CDOT Project Team attempted to minimize the impacts to the Fountain Creek Park Land at this location by 

confining improvements to 8
th

 Street to the area immediately adjacent to I-25. The remaining impact is a result of 

the tie-ins required to connect the existing roadway facility to the proposed 8
th

 Street improvements. 

Locating the stormwater detention pond on the northeast corner of the I-25/8
th

 Street interchange would remove 

it from existing Fountain Creek Park Land; however, because of the hydrology of the area, a detention pond at this 

location would not be able to capture and manage roadway runoff as effectively as a pond in the proposed 

location. The result would be more pollutants and sedimentation going into the Fountain Creek Park Land. 

PROPOSED MITIGATION 

• Pedestrian and motor vehicle access to recreational opportunities of the Fountain Creek Park Land will be 

improved by reconstructing 8
th

 Street at I-25 and improving sidewalks. 

• Pollutant impacts to the Fountain Creek Park Land will be reduced through construction and maintenance 

of a stormwater detention pond on land that is currently unsuitable for recreation. 

• New pedestrian signage will be added to improve awareness of, and guide residents to, the Fountain 

Creek Park Land. 

I-25 REALIGNMENT AND STANTON AVENUE CONNECTION OVER ARKANSAS RIVER 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This project will realign I-25 to the east, requiring the construction of four new bridges over the Arkansas River:  

Stanton Avenue, I-25 Main, northeast-bound frontage road, and southwest-bound frontage road.  

CONVERSION 

The Runyon/Fountain Lakes State Wildlife Area is a 40-acre wildlife protection area owned by the Pueblo 

Conservancy District and maintained and operated by the Colorado Parks and Wildlife Division. The lake and park 

area are located along the Arkansas River east of Santa Fe Avenue and south of the Runyon Field Sports Complex. 

The wildlife area provides public recreation opportunities, including shore fishing, hiking, picnicking, and wildlife 

watching. The park facilities include restrooms, three Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)–compliant fishing piers, 

a biking and hiking trail, park benches, a memorial park bench, and a gravel-surface parking lot. Downstream of the 

Arkansas River levee, a pedestrian bridge over the river connects the Fountain Creek and Arkansas River trails. The 

pedestrian bridge is owned and maintained by the City of Pueblo and was developed with assistance from the 

LWCF. North of Runyon Lake, the Thomas Phelps Creek Trail connects the Runyon/Fountain Lakes State Wildlife 

Area to the Historic Arkansas Riverwalk of Pueblo 

Conversion of 2.81 acres from Runyon/Fountain Lakes State Wildlife Area will be required for this project, as 

shown in Exhibit 4. Based on the boundary maps, it is unclear that this land is actually within the Section 6(f) 

boundary associated with the Runyon/Fountain Lake State wildlife Area; if not, this acreage conversion would not 

be applicable. 

To accommodate the structures needed to realign I-25, the Arkansas River Pedestrian Bridge would be removed 

and relocated. The trail that leads to the footbridge and the park benches also would be relocated. A location east 

of the current bridge is currently under consideration, but the final location will be determined during later 

conversations with the Runyon/Fountain Lakes State Wildlife Area as this project is developed and funded.  
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Exhibit 4. Runyon/Fountain Lakes State Wildlife Area – Area Proposed for Conversion 
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Temporary detours and/or closures of the Fountain Creek, Arkansas River, and Thomas Phelps Creek trails would 

be required to protect the public when construction is occurring above the trail (typically, when bridge girders are 

set or bridge decks are poured). 

A LWCF grant in the amount of $40,139.46 was awarded to the City of Pueblo in 1983 for the development of the 

bridge and connecting trail and was amended to add picnic areas. LWCF funds were also used to develop the trails 

surrounding Runyon Lake.  

AVOIDANCE OPTIONS 

Because I-25 currently traverses the Runyon/Fountain Lakes State Wildlife Area, site-specific avoidance options are 

limited. Although the Existing I-25 Alternative (located to the west) avoids the conversion of the Arkansas River 

Pedestrian Bridge and connecting trail by remaining east of Santa Fe Avenue through the Runyon/Fountain Lakes 

State Wildlife Area, the Modified I-25 Alternative best meets the project purpose and need and, with proposed 

mitigation, appears to cause the least overall harm to the Runyon/Fountain Lakes State Wildlife Area. 

PROPOSED MITIGATION 

• Any fee-simple-owned acres currently in transportation use in the existing Santa Fe Avenue bridge 

(including piers) alignment will be deeded to the Runyon/Fountain Lakes State Wildlife Area. This total 

acreage is not considered to be significant. 

• Detours or other safe and appropriate accommodations for users of the trails will be provided where 

possible. Public notice of any closures and detour routes will be conducted prior to any closures, and 

signage and other instructions will be posted and maintained. 

• The Arkansas River Pedestrian Bridge and connecting trail would be reconstructed just east of the 

proposed Stanton Avenue Bridge (see Exhibit 4). It will be developed in consultation with both the City of 

Pueblo and the Colorado Parks and Wildlife Division. 

• Trees and plantings will be included in the project to offset any loss of vegetation from shading that would 

occur under the new bridges.  

• The additional bridge piers would not preclude the City of Pueblo’s plans for a boat crossing of the 

Arkansas River.  

• Any impacted trail segments that are currently surfaced with asphalt will be replaced and upgraded with 

concrete.  

• The Stanton Avenue extension will also provide additional parking for the Runyon/Fountain Lakes State 

Wildlife Area.  

• A sign acknowledging assistance from the LWCF will be posted in a prominent public area visible to all 

visitors. 

• At least 0.66 mile of new trails will be constructed in the Runyon/Fountain Lakes State Wildlife Area, 

including a trail that will connect the Runyon Field Sports Complex and the Arkansas River area with 

several neighborhood parks to the south that are currently disconnected from recreational resources 

north of the Arkansas River, as shown in Exhibit 5. 
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Exhibit 5. Preferred Alternative – Proposed North-South Trail 
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I-25 REALIGNMENT SOUTH OF THE ARKANSAS RIVER 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

I-25 south of the Arkansas River will be realigned to the east and expanded. This improvement is needed to 

address the geometric deficiencies in the roadway that predated the interstate system and have never been 

upgraded to meet interstate highway design standards. The current roadway curves pose a significant danger to 

highway users travelling at highway speeds. The existing alignment will be maintained as a local roadway, 

providing additional north-south connections for local traffic. East-west movement in the area will be enhanced 

with a new crossing of I-25 at Mesa Avenue for vehicles and pedestrians, as well as improvements to the existing 

crossing and interchange at North Avenue. 

CONVERSION 

The project will realign I-25 to avoid the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) freight line, which is a historic property. This 

would require the conversion of the entire Benedict Park and all associated recreational elements and functions, as 

shown in Exhibit 6. 

Benedict Park is located on East Mesa Avenue east of I-25 and west of Taylor Avenue (see Exhibit 6). The 1.92-acre 

park is owned by the City of Pueblo and maintained as a neighborhood park, primarily serving residents in the 

adjacent Bessemer Neighborhood. Outdoor recreational facilities include an informal softball field with a backstop, 

turf grass, a basketball court, playground equipment, and picnic tables. The park is irrigated and has a working 

sprinkler system. A chain-link fence provides a barrier between the park and Mesa Avenue. The Benedict Park 

currently has no parking, pedestrian pathways, restrooms, or lighting.  

The CDOT Project Team engaged a Parks Advisory Committee (PAC) to examine park and recreational resources 

within the corridor and assist with the development of mitigation options for the project. The PAC was made up of 

staff from the City of Pueblo Parks and Recreation Department, City of Pueblo Planning Department, Pueblo 

County Parks Department, and citizens throughout the I 25 corridor. The PAC identified several issues at Benedict 

Park, including underutilization of the existing park. Located north of Mesa Avenue, the park is not well connected 

to the neighborhoods south of Mesa Avenue and east of I-25 that it was originally constructed to serve. The PAC 

also expressed concerns about safety within the park and the presence of transients in portions of the park.  

A LWCF grant in the amount of $16,072.80 was awarded to the City of Pueblo in 1980 and used for the 

development of irrigation within Benedict Park. 

AVOIDANCE OPTIONS 

The following options were evaluated for their potential to avoid the conversion of Benedict Park: (1) Construct 

I-25 west of Benedict Park; (2) Construct I-25 east of Benedict Park; and (3) Construct I-25 to the far east of 

Benedict Park (approximately 1,000 feet east of the current alignment). All of these options would avoid the park, 

but were dismissed because they would severely disrupt and sever the Bessemer Neighborhood, require the 

acquisition of between 45 and 70 properties, and result in the acquisition and demolition of multiple historic 

properties eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The Existing I-25 Alternative analyzed in 

the 2011 Draft EIS would require the removal of the informal athletic field (0.42 acre), but leave the remaining land 

in place as a smaller neighborhood park (1.50 acre) with the playground and basketball court intact. This outcome 

is only possible for the Existing I-25 Alternative because it does not realign as far to the east to avoid the UPRR 

freight line. 
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Exhibit 6. Benedict Park – Existing Location, Section 6(f)(3) Boundary, Area Proposed for Conversion, and 

Proposed Replacement Site 

 

  



14 

PROPOSED MITIGATION 

• A new Benedict Park is proposed just south of the existing park on remnant parcels of land required to 

construct the Preferred Alternative (see Exhibit 6). The new park would be a minimum 3.93 acres to a 

maximum 4.30 acres in size (2.01 acres to 2.38 acres larger than the existing park), with more amenities 

and improved access, as shown in Exhibit 7. This range reflects ongoing efforts to refine the park design to 

minimize and/or avoid impacts to residential parcels south of Mesa Avenue. The existing land use at this 

site is primarily residential with a few commercial properties. 

• Benedict Park’s existing recreational elements and functions will be replaced in kind.  

• The new Benedict Park will include multi-purpose fields with a backstop for softball, turf grass, a 

basketball court, playground equipment, picnic tables, and an irrigation system.  

• The new park will add features and uses that are lacking from the existing park, including restrooms, 

parking, walking paths, landscaping (shade trees), lighting, a barrier between the park and the highway, 

and a picnic shelter that could be used for community events.  

• The new park may also include public art and plaques for historic interpretation related to the Steel Mill 

Historic District.  

• The elevation of Northern Avenue and Mesa Avenue would allow the new Benedict Park to be 

constructed on an elevated berm to allow for an overlook into the Evraz Rocky Mountain Steel Mill.  

• The mainline of the interstate will be constructed lower than the existing grade so it will be out of the line 

of sight for the new park.  

• Moving the park south of Mesa Avenue would improve access and reconnect neighborhoods that were 

severed from the park by the original construction of I-25.  

• Large, pedestrian-friendly sidewalks are proposed on Mesa Avenue to connect the neighborhoods east 

and west of I-25.  

• In accordance with LWCF program requirements, no overhead wires will be installed at the park. 

• A sign acknowledging the assistance from the LWCF will be posted in a prominent public area visible to all 

visitors. 

ADDITIONAL MITIGATION IN I-25 CORRIDOR RELATED TO THESE PROJECTS 

The projects that together make up the improvements to the I-25 corridor through Pueblo include impacts and 

mitigation to other recreational resources where Section 6(f) is not applicable but where mitigation is being 

provided. This information is included in the I-25 Pueblo EIS but is not included here because such mitigation 

cannot be committed to being completed as a part of the same projects where the conversion of Section 6(f) lands 

is anticipated. 

However, one aspect bears noting at it is directly related to the Fountain Creek Park Lands. CDOT will be 

constructing a new pedestrian overpass of I-25 at 19
th

 Avenue. This pedestrian overpass will connect Mineral 

Palace Park and its associated recreational features with the Fountain Creek Park Land, creating a contiguous 

system of trails and recreational lands that crosses I-25 and connects recreational opportunities and 

neighborhoods on both sides of I-25 and Fountain Creek. 
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Exhibit 7. Benedict Park – Conceptual Development Plan 
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The table below summarizes the conversions associated with the projects in this request for conversion under 

Section 6(f)(3) of the Land and Water Conservation Act and the total acres of land proposed as part of mitigation. 

Additional non-acreage mitigation actions are identified for each project. Mitigation associated with each project 

will be completed as a part of that project. Based on funding availability, projects may be grouped together for 

construction. 

Project LWCF Site Acres of Conversion Acres of Mitigation 

Relocation of US 50B to the north 

and widening of US 50B 

Fountain Creek Park Land 2.7 3.3 

Dillon Drive Extension Fountain Creek Park Land 3.95 0 

8
th

 Street Improvements Fountain Creek Park Land 0.14 0 

I-25 realignment and Stanton Avenue 

Connection over Arkansas River 

Runyon/Fountain Lakes 

State Wildlife Area 

0 – 2.81 0 

I-25 realignment south of the 

Arkansas River 

Benedict Park 1.92 3.93 – 4.3 

Total -- 8.71 – 11.52 7.23 – 7.6  

CDOT will assure that there is an equal value exchange for all section 6(f) properties acquired.  Such exchange will 

be valued according to the requirements of Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 

Act of 1970 for both the property acquired and for any properties used as a part of the payment.  In all situations 

where the valuation of the property acquired exceeds the value of the property to be used as payment, the 

difference shall be paid as cash, and that cash shall be used a manner consistent with 6(f) principles.  Appraisals 

are conducted as part of CDOT’s right-of-way process, which occurs once design is more complete and project 

funds have been identified. 

SUMMARY  

CDOT is asking the Colorado Parks and Wildlife Division to approve the conversion of Section 6(f)(3) assisted 

property associated with the Fountain Creek Park Land, Arkansas River Pedestrian Bridge, and Benedict Park for 

I-25 transportation improvements through Pueblo. CDOT is also asking the Colorado Parks and Wildlife Division to 

accept the Section 6(f)(3) replacement sites and mitigation measures that have been proposed to address impacts 

to these properties. Alternatives to the conversion of these properties have been evaluated and dismissed from 

further consideration, and replacement properties have been identified. At the completion of construction, the 

Pueblo community would have a net gain in Section 6(f) protected recreational space and function.  
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CDOT understands that the Colorado Parks and Wildlife Division will need to submit a formal conversion request to 

the National Park Service for review and decision. If we can provide additional materials or assistance, please 

contact me at (719) 546-5439.  

Thank you for your time and consideration.  

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Joe DeHeart, PE 

Resident Engineer 

CDOT Region 2 

(719) 546-5439 

joe.deheart@dot.state.co.us 

CC:  

Chris Horn, FHWA 

Lisa Streisfeld, CDOT 

Mary Jo Vobejda, CH2M HILL 

Laura Dreher, CH2M HILL 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Attachment 1 

Build Alternatives 



 

Existing I-25 Alternative 

 

 



 

Modified I-25 Alternative (Preferred Alternative) 

 

 



 

Detailed Map of Both Build Alternatives – Milepost 101 to 15th Street 

 
 



 

Detailed Map of Both Build Alternatives – US 50B to Kelly Street 

 
 



 

Detailed Map of the Existing I-25 Alternative – Kelly Street to Jones Avenue 

 



 

Detailed Map of the Modified I-25 Alternative (Preferred Alternative) – Kelly Street to 
Jones Avenue 

 



 

Detailed Map of the Existing I-25 Alternative – Jones Avenue to Milepost 94 

 



 

Detailed Map of the Modified I-25 Alternative (Preferred Alternative) – Jones Avenue 
to Milepost 94 
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Memorandum of Understanding between the City of Pueblo and 
Colorado Department of Transportation 



Memorandum of Understanding 
Between the City of Pueblo and 

Colorado Department of Transportation 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Colorado Department 
of Transportation 

COOT Project No. 
IM 02!51-156 

Project Control No. 
12831 

~e 

New Pueblo Freeway 



City of Pueblo 
Region 2 

MEMORANDUM OF 
UNDERSTANDING 

1-25 thru Pueblo EIS 
SAP ID: 351000057 

THIS MEMORANDUM, made this Zfi"t day of _/Af p,vc,,~, 20 I {), by and 

between the State of Colorado for the use and benefit of THE COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF 

TRANSPORTATION, hereinafter referred to as the State or COOT, and THE CITY OF 

PUEBLO, a Municipal Corporation, P,O, Box 1427, Pueblo, Colorado, 81003, COOT Vendor 

Number 2000036, hereinafter referred to as "the Local Agency" or "the City", 

RECITALS 

COOT is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement to address the need to improve 

1-25 through Pueblo from 29th Street to Pueblo Boulevard (SJ!. 45) in Pueblo, Colorado, 

hereinafter referred to as the "Project"; and 

COOT and the City acknowledge that the Environmental Impact Statement relies upon 

understandings between COOT and the City as to ownership and maintenance responsibilities of 

anticipated improvements associated with the Project; and 

COOT and the City wish to enter into this Memorandum of Understanding to document 

their respective understandings of future ownership and maintenance responsibilities for the 

anticipated improvements associated with the Project in order for the Environmental Impact 

Statement to be finalized; and 

COOT and the City acknowledge that neither can enter into an Intergovernmental 

Agreement (!GA) at this time because there is insuflicient information regarding the availability 

and timing of necessary Project design and construction funding; and 

CDOT and the City intend to enter into an IGA at such time as there is a commitment to 

adequate Project funding to satisfy the needs of COOT and the City, The !GA will only address 

the final, preferred alternative, 

In anticipation of the initiation and completion of the construction of the "Project", 

CDOT and the City desire to set forth their mutual understanding of the division of ownership 
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and responsibility for maintenance, as more specifically described in Exhibit A, and Attachment 

A- I thru Attachment A-5; and 

The City is adequately staffed and suitably equipped to undertake and satisfactorily carry 

out their responsibilities under this Memorandum; and 

This Memorandum is executed by the State under authority of Sections §§43-1-106, 

43-1-110, 43-1-201 et seq., 43-2-102 and 43-2-144 C.R.S., as amended; and 

This Memorandum is executed by the City under the authority of an appropriate 

Ordinance duly passed and adopted by the authorized representatives of the City, which also 

establishes the authority under which the City enters into this Memorandum and is attached 

hereto as Exhibit B and made a part hereof; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, it is hereby agreed that: 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

'The Project" under this Memorandum shall consist of the reconstruction of I-25 through 

Pueblo from 29th Street to Pueblo Boulevard (S.H. 45) and all amenities and appurtenances as 

specified in the attached exhibits and addressed in the approved Environmental Impact Statement 

which is included by reference. The Project has been narrowed to two build alternatives plus the 

"no build" alternative. One of the build alternatives is referred to as the "Modified I-25 

Alignment". The MOU elements and a pictorial representation are described in Attachment A-I 

and A-3. The other build alternative is referred to as the "Existing 1-25 Alignment". MOU 

elements and a pictorial representation are described in Attachment A-2 and A-4. It is the intent 

of this Memorandum of Understanding to be applicable to either alternative ultimately selected 

as the preferred alternative in the Environmental Impact Statement. 

II. CDOT COMMITMENTS 

A. The State will provide liaison with the City through the State's Region Transportation 

Director, COOT Region 2, 905 Erie A venue, Pueblo, Colorado 8100 I, (719)546-

5400. Said Director will also be responsible for coordinating the State's activities 

under this Memorandum. 

Page 2 of 5 



III. CITY COMMITMENTS 

A. The City will provide liaison with the State through the Bureau of Public Works 

for the City of Pueblo, 211 E. "D" St., Pueblo, Colorado 81003, (719)553-2295. 

IV. GENERAL PROVISIONS 

A. This Memorandum of Understanding is subject to such modifications as may be 

required by changes in Federal or State law, or their implementing regulations. 

Any such required modification shall automatically be incorporated into and be 

part of this Memorandum on the effective date of such change as if fully set forth 

herein provided the State gives notice to the City of the specific changes in 

Federal or State law or implementing regulations and the modifications required 

by such change. City reserves the right to contest CDOT's interpretation and 

required changes. Except as provided above, no modification of this 

Memorandum shall be effective unless agreed to in writing by both parties in an 

amendment to this Memorandum that is properly executed and approved in 

accordance with applicable law. 

B. To the extent that this Memorandum may be executed and performance of the 

parties may be accomplished within the intent of the Memorandum, the terms of 

this Memorandum arc severable, and should any term or provision hereof be 

declared invalid or become inoperative for any reason, such invalidity or failure 

shall not affect the validity of any other term or provision hereof. The waiver of 

any breach of a term hereof shall not be construed as a waiver of any other term, 

or the same term upon subsequent breach. 

C. This Memorandum is intended as the complete integration of all understandings 

between the parties at this time. No prior or contemporaneous addition, deletion, 

or other amendment hereto shall have any force or affect whatsoever, unless 

embodied herein by writing. No subsequent novation, renewal, addition, deletion, 

or other amendment hereto shall have any force or effect unless embodied in a 

written Memorandum or Intergovernmental Agreement executed and approved 

pursuant to the State Fiscal Rules. 
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D. Except as herein otherwise provided, this Memorandum shall inure to the benefit 

of and be binding upon the parties hereto and their respective successors and 

assigns. 

E. The term of this Memorandum shall begin the date first above written and shall 

extend until replaced by an !GA, unless earlier modified or terminated by written 

agreement of the Parties hereto. 

F. It is expressly understood and agreed that the enforcement of the terms and 

conditions of this Memorandum shall be strictly reserved to the parties hereto, and 

nothing contained in this Memorandum shall give or allow any claim or right of 

action by any other or third person on this Memorandum. It is the express 

intention of the parties that any person or entity other than the parties receiving 

services or benefits under this Memorandum be deemed to be an incidental 

beneficiary only. 

G. The City assures that it possesses the legal authority to enter into this 

Memorandum. The City warrants that it has taken all actions required by its 

procedures, by-laws, and/or applicable law to exercise that authority, and to 

lawfully authorize its undersigned signatory to execute this Memorandum. 

H. Nothing contained herein shall be or be construed to be a waiver by the City or 

State of any immunities, benefits or conditions of the Colorado Governmental 

Immunity Act, as amended. 

I. Performances of City's obligations under this memorandum are expressly subject 

to the appropriations of funds therefore by the City Council of the City. 
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SIGNATURE PAGE 

THE PARTIES HERETO HA VE EXECUTED THIS Memorandum Of 
Understanding 

City of Pueblo 
Legal Name of Contracting Entity 

2000036 
COOT Vendor Number 

Signature of Authorized Officer 

Lawrence W. Atencio 
President of City Council 
Print Name & Title of Authorized Officer 

ST ATE OF COLORADO: 

!/:TE~, J~E~~OR 
By (!ftMg__=LM,LTn-
,.kn Executive irector 

{)___ Department of Transportation 

By ~~S,.l.V\ Ll.S~ 
Office Clerk 
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Exhibit A 

GENERAL 

I) The Environmental Impact Statement for this project contains several mitigation elements 
that require use of City owned property for implementation. City intends that all city­
owned land necessary to construct environmental mitigation proposed in the EIS and 
identified more specifically later in this Memorandum of Understanding will be made 
available to CDOT. 

2) City intends to accept ownership of various roadways, associated rights-of-ways and 
other parcels by Resolution of the City Council once all public improvements required 
herein by the City and associated with said parcels are completed to the satisfaction of the 
City's Director of Public Works. The Director will provide written notification to City 
Council accepting the construction of improvements. The Directors written notification 
shall not be unreasonably withheld. City intends to become responsible for maintenance 
of the above referenced improvements immediately following issuance of the Director's 
written notification and City Council's resolution accepting the construction of 
improvements. 

3) The City requires a two year warranty on all street work. COOT intends to require 
contractors to provide a one (I) year warranty for any above referenced improvements if 
the improvements are constructed as part of a design/build contract. Traditional 
design/bid/build contracts typically don't provide warranties other than those contained in 
the current Colorado Department of Transportation Standard Specifications for Road and 
Bridge Construction dated 2005 and those that are 'industry standards'. COOT will 
establish a revolving fund in order to have resources available to provide the two year 
warranty the City desires. 

4) Unless otherwise noted in this MOU, all infrastructure being accepted by the City will be 
constructed to City standards. 

5) City will be provided the opportunity to have inspectors on site on all roadways or 
portions of the project that are anticipated to be accepted by the City for future ownership 
and maintenance. 

6) City acknowledges that the Project may have to make modifications to City streets that 
intersect improvements brought about by the reconstruction of 1-25. City agrees to allow 
COOT to make these modifications to City streets in accordance with the City's 
specifications, review and approval of the construction plans, inspection and formal 
acceptance as stated above. 

7) The City desires to attain ownership of some of the excess right of way generated by the 
project. The final !GA will address excess rights of way. 
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Exhibit A 

GENERAL (continued) 

8) COOT will install, at project cost, any necessary roadway lighting. CDOT intends to 
accept responsibility for interstate roadway lighting and the City intends to accept the 
responsibility for all other roadway lighting. The City anticipates turning all of their 
project roadway lighting infrastructure over to Black Hills Corporation (or its successor) 
for their ownership. The non-interstate roadway lighting design shall be constructed to 
Black Hills Corporation (or its successors) standards and approved by the City. All City­
owned lighting fixtures shall be served using un-metered, underground circuits. 

9) City will retain ownership and maintenance responsibilities of all currently owned and 
maintained streets, whether modified or not, outside the interchange ramps/frontage roads 
except for intersecting state highways (4'h Street (SH96), Pueblo Blvd (SH45), US 50 
Bypass & US SOC). The portion of roadway between frontage roads or ramp termini 
shall be maintained by COOT. 

10) The City docs not have the ability to transfer dedicated public right-of-way to CDOT. 
The roadways, will remain as dedicated right-of-way for public use. 

11) Unless otherwise noted, City intends to accept ownership and maintenance responsibility 
for all structures in the table below. 

-· 
Structure Description Alternative Effected 

-···· 
Pedestrian Bridge from Mineral Modified and Existing Alternatives 
Palace Park over 1-25 and UPRR 
8'' Street over UPRR Modified and Existing Alternatives 
Mesa Avenue over 1-25 Existing Alt~rnative 
Mesa A venue over l-25 and Santa Fe Modified Alternative 
Avenue 

~-·-"-

Northern Ave over 1-25,UPRR and Existing Alternative 
Elm Street 
Northern Ave over 1-25, UPRR and Modified Alternative 
Santa Fe A veune 
Santa Fe Avenue over Bessemer Ditch Modified Alternative 
Stanton A venue over Arkansas River Modified Alternative 

·-·- -
Existing Santa Fe Avenue over Modified Alternative 
Arkansas River for Trail.system 

-

12) All constructions elements of the project will comply with the applicable State and 
Federal regulations. 
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Exhibit A 

13) Corridor Aesthetics treatments will be incorporated into the project for either alternative. 
The Corridor Aesthetic Treatments are depicted in Exhibit A-4. 

TRAFFIC SIGNALS 
All traflic signals to be either owned by the City or to be maintained by the City shall be 
constructed to City standards with the exception of the traffic signal poles. 

In order to maintain signal progression, the City strongly urges CDOT to allow the City to 
maintain those traffic signals that fall within an existing system. For example, the downtown 
signal system, US50 bypass signals, 29'h Street and Santa Fe Avenue. 

MS 4 STORMWATER QUALITY PONDS 

Neither the City nor CDOT object to intermingling stormwater runoff. 

All stormwater facilities to be sized to accept appropriate Yhisto,·ic design flows. Best 
Management Practices (BM P's) and water quality treatment facilities to be constructed to meet 
NPDES permit requirements. 

COOT will construct all ponds and appurtenances as required by the MS4 permitting process. 
COOT intends to maintain the ponds and appurtenances that are associated with the operation of 
the project. City, subsequent to design and construction approval, intends to maintain all ponds 
and appurtenances constructed but not associated with the project. Maintenance of ponds 
constructed by CDOT that accommodate both CDOT and City Stormwater will be addressed in a 
separate maintenance agreement between COOT and the City's Stonnwater utility on a case by 
case basis. 

The City intends to allow construction and maintenance of the COOT ponds and appurtenances 
on excess City owned property, as necessary, upon review and concurrence of the concept and 
the subsequent design plans. 

PARKS 

The warranty period for Benedict and each phase of Mineral Palace will start when the City 
begins maintenance. COOT will agree to provide a 2 year warranty on materials and 
workmanship. 

MINERAL PALACE PARK 
l) CDOT and the City will jointly develop a phasing plan for Mineral Palace Park. The 

City will begin maintaining each phase once the construction is accepted by the City. 
2) In order to acquire additional land necessary for Mineral Palace Park improvements as 

depicted in the EIS and Exhibit A-1, City intends to consider eminent domain, if 
necessary. CDOT intends to pay all costs of necessary additional land acquisition and all 
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'New Pueblo heewoy 

CORRIDOR AESTHETIC TREATMENTS 

City Gateways - The Northern Gateway at 1-25/SHS0-47 is already constructed with ornamental landscaping, 
turf grass, irrigation and architectural treatments. Maintenance responsibilities are shared between the 
City and CDOT. A Southern Gateway is being considered in conjunction with the development of the 
aesthetic design guidelines and would be similar to the Northern Gateway. 

Downtown Gateways - Downtown Gateways are being considered at both 13th and 1st Streets. 13th Street 
would have both an architectural and landscape component. Landscaping would relate to Mineral 
Palace Park and the newly proposed community pool. Irrigation would be provided as an extension from 
the Mineral Palace Pork system and maintenance would fall under City jurisdiction. An architectural 
statement would be made at 1st Street. Maintenance beyond structural would be minimal and would 
be the responsibility of CDOT. 

Neighborhood Gateways - These gateway treatments would relate to each individual neighborhood and 
would identify that particular neighborhood. Treatments could be both architectural and landscape. 
One idea could be in the form of a sign and/or possibly an architectural treatment on a structure. 
Landscaping might be proposed in conjunction with this concept. Maintenance responsibility would 
depend on what aesthetic treatment was proposed, but could potentially be the responsibility of a 
neighborhood association. 

Park - The park treatments are an extension of the current park landscapes. Concepts for these areas were 
developed jointly with the City and community. The City and County would maintain these areas. 

Steel Mill - To be determined as a part of the upcoming community involvement process to determine 
mitigation in this area. 

Architectural - Where this type of treatment is identified, primarily non-living materials would be used to create 
the theme. Retaining walls, bridges, and other structures and treatments would be carefully designed to 
reflect the architectural character of downtown. South of Indiana. noise walls and other structures would 
reflect the character of the steel mill and the historic company town character of the surrounding 
neighborhoods. Minimal maintenance would be required beyond structure maintenance. Maintenance 
responsibility would be shared between the City and CDOT. 

Dryland Grasses - Dryland grasses will be used long all roadway shoulders where stabilization is required and in 
all areas where other aesthetic treatments have not been identified. Maintenance would be the 
responsibility of the property owner. 

Naturalized - These areas take advantage of local run-off to allow native vegetation, including trees and 
shrubs, to establish themselves. Very low maintenance is anticipated. These areas ore located where 
the landscape is currently naturalized. Maintenance by property owner. 

Proposed and Existing Trails - Various trail extensions as well as trail connections and nodes hove been 
preliminarily identified along the corridor. Trails ore being proposed in conjunction with parks, as a means 
of connectivity between neighborhoods and as part of the interpretive element of the Steel Mill area. 
Proposed trails will be constructed by either CDOT or the City of Pueblo. Maintenance would be the 
responsibility of the City of Pueblo and the County. 

Design guidelines are currently being prepared in conjunction with the community and the City to further 
define the details of the different aesthetic treatments described above. 
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Exhibit A 

costs associated with condemnation, including but not limited to appraisal fees, attorney 
fees and cost of land. 

3) COOT intends to pay the cost of the necessary additional land acquisition. 
4) City intends to grant permission to COOT and it's contractors to enter Mineral Palace 

Park, after the phasing plan has been approved, to make improvements as outlined in the 
EIS and shown in Exhibit A-1. 

5) City intends to grant to COOT, use of the right-of-way within the Mineral Palace Park 
ownership necessary for the improvements to 1-25 

6) City agrees that COOT will not have any responsibility for maintaining the Mineral 
Palace Park improvements constructed as part of the project. 

7) COOT intends that the improvements to Mineral Palace Park will begin prior to or 
commensurate with 1-25 improvements adjacent to the Parle City and COOT 
acknowledge that construction of the Mineral Palace Park improvements may entail 
several construction projects spread out over several years. 

BENEDICT PARK 
I) City intends to utilize eminent domain authority, as necessary, to acquire additional land 

for Benedict Park improvements as depicted in the EIS. COOT intends to pay all costs of 
necessary additional land acquisition and all costs associated with condemnation , 
including but not limited to appraisal fees, attorney fees and cost of land. 

2) CDOT agrees to reconstruct Benedict Park as depicted in the EIS and Exhibits A-2 and 
A-3. 

3) The reconstruction of Benedict Park will be at no cost to the City. 
4) City intends to convey ownership of existing Benedict Park as necessary for the 1-25 

improvements. 
5) City intends to accept ownership and responsibility for the reconstructed Benedict Park 

upon completion of the park construction. 
6) Reconstruction of Benedict Park will begin prior to or commensurate with 1-25 

construction adjacent to the Park. 

TRAILS 

All trails developed by the project will be owned and maintained by the City. 
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MODIFIED 1-25 
ALTERNATIVE 

Attachment A-I 

ROADWAYS 

Dillon Drive 

City intends to accept ownership and maintenance of Dillon Drive with the following conditions: 

• 

• 

CDOT will construct embankment protection and jetty construction on Fountain Creek to 
comply with the City's Stonnwater Utility requirements for armoring, etc. The bank 
section is to be constructed as if water were adjacent and perpendicular to the roadway. 
FEMA requirements are to be met for fill within the flood plain (roadway must meet 
levee construction standards). 

CDOT will reinforce existing bank south of29'h Street with appropriate embankment and 
jetty protection. 

Santa Fe Avenue- south o(Abriendo 

The modified alignment would build a new l-25 and allow a portion of the old alignment to be 
incorporated into the City's street system. The old l-25 would serve as the southerly extension 
of Santa Fe Avenue. The City intends to accept ownership and maintenance of the south 
extension of Santa Fe Avenue with the following conditions: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Central Avenue to Minnequa Avenue shall be significantly modified to change the 
character of the roadway from a freeway to a collector roadway. City will require a large 
"parkway" type median for this section of roadway. Access to be provided to all existing 
roadways in the Bessemer neighborhood and other improvements to include overlay of 
the surface, landscaping, irrigation, drainage improvements, installation of sidewalks 
and/or bike paths, etc. Final design to be reviewed and approved by the City. 

The proposed traffic circle at Central Avenue and Santa Fe Avenue shall be constructed 
and the center island and splitter islands shall be permanently irrigated and landscaped. 

Side slopes shall not exceed 4: I and shall be permanently irrigated and planted to control 
erosion and beautify the corridor. 

Roadway shall be overlaid and all traffic control devices replaced . 
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Attachment A-I 

• City intends to accept maintenance and ownership responsibilities of the pedestrian 
underpass near Canal Street associated with the Bessemer Historical Society I Rocky 
Mountain Steel. 

Ab1·iendo Avenue 

COOT will reconstruct Abriendo Avenue east of Washington Avenue to a parkway standard, 
including landscaping, irrigation, lighting, signing, etc. City intends to accept ownership and 
maintenance of the roadway west of Santa Fe Avenue. 

Ke/Iv Avenue 

COOT will acquire the right-of-way necessary for the construction of Kelly Avenue. In the 
event the City acquires a portion of this roadway through the use of Urban Renewal Authority 
(URA) for the project, COOT will acquire necessary rights of way from the URA. COOT will 
be responsible for constructing the roadway, including sidewalk and lighting from Santa Fe 
Avenue to Beech Street. City intends to accept ownership and maintenance of Kelly Avenue. 

Stanto11 Ave11ue 

COOT will acquire the right-of-way necessary for the construction of Stanton. COOT will be 
responsible for constructing the roadway, including sidewalks and lighting. City intends to 
accept ownership and maintenance of the roadway, including the bridge over the Arkansas River. 

Gree11hom Avenue 

COOT will acquire the right-of-way necessary for the construction of Greenhorn. COOT will be 
responsible for constructing the roadway, including sidewalks and lighting. City agrees to accept 
ownership and maintenance of the roadway. Greenhorn shall begin at the existing Pueblo Blvd 
right-of-way east of the northbound off-ramp. 

2611
' Street 

City intends to accept ownership and maintenance of 26'h Street. 

Locust Street 

COOT will acquire the right-of~way necessary for the construction of Locust. COOT will be 
responsible for constructing the roadway, including sidewalks and lighting. City agrees to accept 
ownership and maintenance of the roadway. 

81
" Street 

COOT will reconstruct a portion of the 8'h Street bridge over the railroad and/or Fountain Creek 
and will reconstruct the roadway under the new l-25. City intends to retain ownership and 
maintenance of the roadway and the bridge. 

Northern Ave11ue 

COOT will acquire the right-of-way necessary for the realignment and reconstruction of 
Northern Avenue. City intends to retain ownership of the roadway excluding the bridge 
structure. City intends to retain maintenance responsibilities for all components of the bridge 
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Attachment A-1 

above the deck membrane, which includes sidewalk, asphalt, striping, railing, signing and 
lighting. CDOT intends to be responsible for the bridge structure, deck membrane, girders, and 
deck. 

Mesa Avenue 

CDOT will reconstruct the Mesa Avenue Bridge. City agrees to accept ownership of the 
roadway excluding the bridge structure. City intends to retain maintenance responsibilities for all 
components of the bridge above the deck membrane, which includes sidewalk, asphalt, striping, 
railing, signing and lighting. CDOT intends to be responsible for the bridge structure, deck 
membrane, girders, and deck. 
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ROADWAYS 

Dillon Drive 

Existing 1-25 
Alternative 

Attachment A-2 

City intends to accept ownership and maintenance of Dillon Drive with the following conditions: 

• 

• 

COOT will construct embankment protection and jetty construction on Fountain Creek to 
comply with the City's Stonnwater Utility requirements for armoring, etc. The bank 
section is to be constructed as if water were adjacent and perpendicular to the roadway. 
FEMA requirements are to be met for fill within the flood plain (roadway must meet 
levee construction standards). 

COOT will reinforce existing bank south of29tl' Street with appropriate embankment and 
jetty protection. 

261
" Street 

City intends to accept ownership and maintenance of26'h Street. 

811
' Street 

COOT will reconstruct a portion of the gth Street bridge over the railroad and/or Fountain Creek 
and will reconstruct the roadway under the new 1-25. City intends to retain ownership and 
maintenance of the roadway and the bridge. 

Kelly Avenue 

COOT will acquire the right-of-way necessary for the construction of Kelly Avenue. In the 
event the City acquires a portion of this roadway through the use of Urban Renewal Authority 
(URA) for the project, the City will make the right of way available for construction of Kelly 
Avenue. COOT will be responsible for constructing the roadway, including sidewalk and 
lighting from Santa Fe Avenue to Beech Street. City intends to own and maintain Kelly Avenue. 

Abriendo Avenue 

COOT will reconstruct Abriendo Avenue east of Washington Avenue to a parkway standard, 
including landscaping, irrigation, lighting, signing, etc. City intends to accept ownership and 
maintenance of the roadway west of the 1-25 interchange ramps. 

Northern Avenue 

COOT will acquire the right-of~way necessary for the realignment and reconstruction of 
Northern Avenue. City intends to retain ownership of the roadway excluding the bridge 
structure. City intends to retain maintenance responsibilities for all components of the bridge 
above the deck membrane, which includes sidewalk, asphalt, striping, railing, signing and 
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lighting. CDOT intends to be responsible for the bridge elements below and including the deck 
membrane, structures, girders, and deck. 

Mesa Avenue 

CDOT will reconstruct the Mesa Avenue Bridge. City agrees to accept ownership of the 
roadway excluding the bridge structure. City intends to retain ownership of the roadway 
excluding the bridge structure. City intends to retain maintenance responsibilities for all 
components of the bridge above the deck membrane, which includes sidewalk, asphalt, striping, 
railing, signing and lighting. CDOT intends to be responsible for the bridge elements below and 
including the deck membrane, structures, girders, and deck. 

Greenhorn Avenue 

CDOT will acquire the right-of-way necessary for the construction of Greenhorn. CDOT will be 
responsible for constructing the roadway, including sidewalks and lighting. City agrees to accept 
ownership and maintenance of the roadway. Greenhorn shall begin at the existing Pueblo Blvd 
right-of-way east of the northbound off-ramp. 
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From: Morrissey, Thomas [mailto:Thomas.Morrissey@state.co.us]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 10, 2012 10:32 AM 
To: Oppermann, Francis (Yates) 
Cc: Gose, Melanie 
Subject: RE: the I-25 realignment in Pueblo 
  
Dear Mr. Oppermann: 
  
We have reviewed the June 25, 2012 letter from the Colorado Department of Transportation’s (CODOT) Region 
2 ‐ South Engineering Program regarding the planned improvements to Interstate‐25 through the City of Pueblo 
and the conversion of Section 6(f) properties in the project’s immediate vicinity.  As the state administrator for 
the Department of Interior’s (DOI) Land and Water Conservation Program, the planned mitigation for the 
conversion of those 6(f) properties is satisfactory to Colorado’s Parks and Wildlife Division (CPW) as outlined in 

the June 25th letter .    
  
CODOT’s  proposed mitigation plan will be forwarded to the DOI for their concurrence.  CPW will keep CODOT 
appraised of DOI’s review and disposition on this matter. 
  
Thank you again for your collective attention to this project and please feel free to contact CPW at any time 
should questions or concerns regarding this review process arise. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Thomas M. Morrissey, PE 
State Trails Program Manager 
Colorado Parks and Wildlife Division 
1313 Sherman Street, Room 618 
Denver, CO 80201 
  
(303) 866‐3203 Ext. 4335 
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FW FW I-25 Expressway Improvements in Pueblo Colorado
-----Original Message-----
From: Dennis_Burmeister@nps.gov [mailto:Dennis_Burmeister@nps.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 11:13 AM
To: Morrissey, Thomas
Cc: Gose, Melanie; Bob_L_Anderson@nps.gov
Subject: Re: FW: I-25 Expressway Improvements in Pueblo, Colorado
Importance: High

Tom,

Sorry for the lengthy response time getting back to your regarding subject 
matter.

Your requested our concurrence regarding CODOT's 6(f)(3) mitigation due to 
subject construction.  I concur, the mitigation as outlined by CODOT seems 
appropriate.  However, our concurrence is based solely on the documentation 
you provided us with in your email.

As you know, one of the important factors in the mitigation process is the 
replacement land appraised value.  Since the appraised value of the 
replacement land has not yet been determined, which must show the land to be 
of at least equal to or greater than fair market value based on the properties 
highest and best economic use, and the replacement property is of reasonably 
equivalent usefulness, we can not make a determination whether the replacement 
property satisfies the Land and Water Conservation Fund conversion 
requirement(s) under 36 CFR 59 until we receive an official conversion 
request.

Again, based on the information provided, I do not foresee any problems as 
long as all conversion requirements are satisfied.

As always, if you have any further questions regarding this matter, please 
don't hesitate to email or call me .

Dennis Burmeister
Outdoor Recreational Planner
National Park Service
Midwest Regional Office
PH:   402-661-1556
FAX: 402-661-1557
Email:  dennis_burmeister@nps.gov

                                                                           
"Morrissey, Thomas"                                                       
<Thomas.Morrissey                                          
To 
@state.co.us>             <Dennis_Burmeister@nps.gov>   cc 
08/13/2012 01:51          <Francis.Oppermann@dot.state.co.us> 
PM                        , "Gose, Melanie"                   
<Melanie.Gose@state.co.us>, "Brink, 
Ken" <Ken.Brink@state.co.us>        
Subject 
FW: I-25 Expressway Improvements in Pueblo, Colorado                    
                                                                           
                                                               

Dear Mr. Burmeister,

Enclosed please find a letter from the Colorado Department of Transportation 
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FW FW I-25 Expressway Improvements in Pueblo Colorado
(CODOT) outlining their plans to reconstruct a seven mile segment of 
Interstate 25 through the City of Pueblo (the City), Colorado.
CODOT and the City are specifically requesting approval from the State of 
Colorado to convert Section 6(f) properties within that seven mile segment.
This email focuses exclusively on those Section 6(f) properties and the 
proposed mitigation to address the conversion of the Section 6(f0 properties 
to non-recreational uses.

CODOT and the City have performed a thorough evaluation of construction 
alternatives and are now preparing a final Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) for their preferred alternative.  The EIS will show that the alignment 
selected will directly impact a number of Section 6(f) properties and will 
result in either complete or partial conversion of the Section
6(f) properties to non-recreational uses.   This letter precisely
identifies the Section 6(f) properties that will be impacted and converted by 
the project and proposes numerous measures to address those impacts and to 
compensate for the conversion of the Section 6(f) properties to non-
recreational uses.

The Colorado Parks and Wildlife Division has reviewed the compensation 
measures proposed by CODOT and the City and fully endorses their planning 
analyses utilized to select the preferred alignment and the compensation
proposed to address the conversion of Section 6(f) properties.   In
addition to the letter referenced above, a Memorandum of Understanding between 
to the City and CODOT which is referenced in the subject letter is attached 
for your reference as well as several supplemental maps to more fully describe 
and delineate the proposed project.

We respectfully request the National Parks Service’s concurrence with this 
request to convert Section 6(f) properties in the City of Pueblo.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter and please contact me 
should questions arise from this request to approve the measures proposed to 
convert Section 6(f) properties.

Thomas M. Morrissey, PE
State Trails Program Manager
Colorado Parks and Wildlife Division
1313 Sherman Street, Room 618
Denver, CO 80201

(303) 866-3203 Ext. 4335

Page 2



  

 

 
Section 106 Consultation 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9259 

September 7, 2004 

David Cockrell 
Pueblo Historic Preservation Commission 
Dept. of Community Development 
City of Pueblo 
211 E. D Street 
Pueblo, CO 81003 

STATE OF COLORADO 

SUBJTCT: APE and Survey Methodology for Historic Resources, CDOT Project IM 025 1-156, I-25: 
The New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Cockrell: 

This letter and the attached materials constitute the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and 
Colorado Department of Transportation's (CDOT)'s request for your review of and comment on the Area 
of Potential Effect (APE) and proposed survey methodology for the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the project referenced above. The purpose of the EIS is to determine potential environmental 
impacts for proposed capacity improvements along eight miles ofl-25 in Pueblo between the interchanges 
at Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) and 29th Street (milepost 102). 

Components of the two build alternatives include: 
• Widening I-25 to six lanes, 
• Improving interchanges at Pueblo Blvd, Indiana Avenue, Abriendo Avenue, 1st Street, l 31h Street, US 

SOB, and 29th Street 
• Adding a new interchange at Northern A venue 
• Removing interchanges at Illinois Avenue, Central Avenue, Ilex Street, and 6th Street 

Establishing the APE 

A number of meetings to define the APE for this project have been held with representatives from 
FHW A, CDOT, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), the Bessemer Historical Society, and the 
City of Pueblo. An initial meeting with Dan Corson, Jim Green and Joseph Saldibar of the SHPO office 
was held in November 2002 to introduce the project. In July 2003, representatives of CDOT and 
consultant CH2M Hill again met with staff from the SHPO including Joe Saldibar, to discuss the 
proposed APE. In September 2003 several meetings to solicit local input were held with various Pueblo 
representatives, including: 

• Donna Alber, Historic Preservation Commission, City of Pueblo 
• David Cockrell, Historic Preservation Commission, Neighborhood Planning, City of Pueblo 
• Cathy Green, Director of Planning, City of Pueblo 
• Corinne Koehler, President, Bessemer Historical Society 
• Jim Munch, City Planner, City of Pueblo 



Mr. Cockrell 
September 7, 2004 
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• Kerrelyn Trent, Historic Preservation Commission, City of Pueblo 
• Jordan Glynis, City of Pueblo 

A final meeting was held on December 22, 2003 with representatives from the City of Pueblo, your 
organization, and the Bessemer Historical Society to gather additional comments on the proposed APE. 
Based on the results of this meeting, adjustments to the APE were made and the changes were applied to 
the map enclosed with this submittal. 

The following objectives were considered when defining the APE: 

1. According to the Section 106 guidelines, the APE must include any direct or indirect impacts that 
may be caused by the undertaking. In addition to determining impacts to any properties within 
the defined APE, indirect visual or auditory impacts will be analyzed for all NRHP eligible or 
listed properties within the APE. 

2. The proposed APE allows for all project-related actions, such as interchange reconstruction, 
frontage road relocation, or alignment shifts. 

3. The APE must be supported by sufficient documentation to enable reviewing parties to 
understand its basis. 

The following description of the proposed APE for the I-25/New Pueblo Freeway corresponds with the 
boundary illustrated on the enclosed map: 

1. Pueblo Boulevard interchange north to the Rocky Mountain Steel Mill: The APE encompasses 
areas that would be directly impacted by the two build alternatives, including a commercial area 
southeast of the interchange that will be acquired and removed to accommodate a loop ramp. 
Immediately south of the mill near Nevada Avenue, the APE extends 830 feet east-to-west across 
I-25. This section of the APE includes two blocks ofresidences in close proximity to 1-25 that 
may be impacted by the improvements. 

2. South edge of the Steel Mill to Northern Avenue: The APE averages approximately 700 feet east­
to-west and includes the first row of Steel Mill buildings, including blast furnace foundations and 
private rail lines on the mill property. West ofl-25, the boundary includes two blocks of 
residences and light industrial areas in the Minnequa neighborhood. 

3. Northern Avenue to 1st Street: In this area, the APE encompasses commercial, industrial and 
residential areas extending to a maximum 3150 feet east-to-west near Summit Avenue, before 
decreasing to 160 feet, or roughly the size of the footprint for the existing highway alignment. 
East ofl-25 between Northern and Summit, the boundaries include two blocks outside areas 
directly affected by the two build alternatives. 

4. 1st Street north to 15th Street: The APE east of the interstate begins to narrow as both build 
alternatives closely follow the existing alignment ofl-25, and adding highway capacity is 
accomplished with less disturbance. In the middle of this section, near W. 8th Street, the APE 
measures 1,200 feet east-to-west. An additional area is present which measures 700 feet east over 
Fountain Creek along the footprint ofW. 8th Street. The east side of Santa Fe Avenue, and 
buildings that back up to improvements to remove horizontal curvature in the mainline of the 
highway, are also included in this section of the APE. 



Mr. Cockrell 
September 7, 2004 
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4. 15th Street north to 29th Street: The east boundary of the APE remains west of Fountain Creek 
except to reflect improvements to the bridge on US Highway SOB and the proposed extension of 
Dillon Drive south to US SOB. Along both W. 1 ih Street and above W. 26th Street the APE 
extends to a maximum 1,700 feet east-to-west. The area from W. 15 to W. l91h Streets includes 
Mineral Palace Park and 500 ft for the first row of residences that back up to the interstate. All of 
Mineral Palace Park is included in the APE, reflecting the historic nature of the park and features 
therein. 

Methodology 

FHW A and CDOT propose the following methodology to assess features in all areas of the APE, except 
the Rocky Mountain Steel Mill: 

1. The survey will evaluate all buildings and features 45 years old or older within the APE that have 
not been previously documented. 

2. All properties that have been previously recorded on Colorado Office of Archaeology and 
Historic Preservation (OAHP) site forms will be reevaluated and site forms will be submitted 
with updated recommendations on eligibility. 

3. Photographs of all resources (isolates, sites and structures) in the APE will be provided to the 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) as part of the survey. The locations of these resources 
will be marked on an accompanying site map or topographic map and documented on the 
appropriate OAHP site forms. Potential historic districts will be identified and discussed in the 
survey report, including a list of all buildings in the APE and potential district(s), with 
contributing and non-contributing status, construction date, architectural style, and address. A 
map will be provided that shows the locations of all contributing buildings within the APE and 
potential district(s). 

The nature and scope of survey for the Rocky Mountain Steel Mill site remains to be determined, as this 
is dependent on the wishes and cooperation of the owners. The scheduled work will be sufficient to 
assess features within the APE as they relate to the overall plant site. 

Historic archaeological resources will be inventoried and evaluated within the APE; the potential for 
prehistoric resources will be evaluated, and selected areas will be intensively inventoried. The areas to be 
surveyed will be based on the amount of surface disturbance and extant buildings. 

We request your comments regarding the Area of Potential Effect and the proposed methodology for the 
historic survey. We have also sent this letter and the enclosed map to the SHPO, the City of Pueblo, and 
the Bessemer Historical Society for comment. 
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Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. If you require additional information, 
please contact CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303) 512-4258. 

, Manager 
Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: map 

cc: David Miller, CDOT Region 2 Engineering, Project Manager 
Dick Annand/Judy DeHaven, CDOT Region 2 Environmental Office 
Andrea Garcia, CH2M Hill Senior Transportation Planner 
Chris Hom/Monica Pavlik, FHWA 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9259 

September 7, 2004 

Ms. Georgianna Contiguglia 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Colorado Historical Society 
1300 Broadway 
Denver, CO 80203 

STATE OF COLORADO 

SUBJTCT: APE and Survey Methodology for Historic Resources, CDOT Project IM 0251-156, I-25: 
The New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Ms. Contiguglia: 

This letter and the attached materials constitute the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and 
Colorado Department of Transportation's (CDOT) 's request for your review of and comment on the Area 
of Potential Effect (APE) and proposed survey methodology for the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the project referenced above. The purpose of the EIS is to determine potential environmental 
impacts for proposed capacity improvements along eight miles ofl-25 in Pueblo between the interchanges 
at Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) and 291

h Street (milepost 102). 

Components of the two build alternatives include: 
• Widening I-25 to six lanes, 
• Improving interchanges at Pueblo Blvd, Indiana Avenue, Abriendo Avenue, 151 Street, I 31

h Street, US 
SOB, and 29th Street 

• Adding a new interchange at Northern A venue 
• Removing interchanges at Illinois A venue, Central A venue, Ilex Street, and 6th Street 

Establishing the APE 

A number of meetings to define the APE for this project have been held with representatives from 
FHW A, CDOT, your office, the Pueblo Historic Preservation Commission, the Bessemer Historical 
Society, and the City of Pueblo. An initial meeting with Dan Corson, Jim Green and Joseph Saldibar of 
your office was held in November 2002 to introduce the project. In July 2003, representatives of CDOT 
and consultant CH2M Hill again met with staff from your office, including Mr. Saldibar, to discuss the 
proposed APE. In September 2003 several meetings to solicit local input were held with various Pueblo 
representatives, including: 

• Donna Alber, Historic Preservation Commission, City of Pueblo 
• David Cockrell, Historic Preservation Commission, Neighborhood Planning, City of Pueblo 
• Cathy Green, Director of Planning, City of Pueblo 
• Corinne Koehler, President, Bessemer Historical Society 
• Jim Munch, City Planner, City of Pueblo 
• Kerrelyn Trent, Historic Preservation Commission, City of Pueblo 

F 
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• Jordan Glynis, City of Pueblo 

A final meeting was held on December 22, 2003 with representatives from the City of Pueblo, the Pueblo 
Historic Preservation Commission, and the Bessemer Historical Society to gather additional comments on 
the proposed APE. Based on the results of this meeting, adjustments to the APE were made and the 
changes were applied to the map enclosed with this submittal. 

The following objectives were considered when defining the APE: 

1. According to the Section 106 guidelines, the APE must include any direct or indirect impacts that 
may be caused by the undertaking. In addition to determining impacts to any properties within 
the defined APE, indirect visual or auditory impacts will be analyzed for all NRHP eligible or 
listed properties within the APE. 

2. The proposed APE allows for all project-related actions, such as interchange reconstruction, 
frontage road relocation, or alignment shifts. 

3. The APE must be supported by sufficient documentation to enable reviewing parties to 
understand its basis. 

The following description of the proposed APE for the I-25/New Pueblo Freeway corresponds with the 
boundary illustrated on the enclosed map: 

1. Pueblo Boulevard interchange north to the Rocky Mountain Steel Mill: The APE encompasses 
areas that would be directly impacted by the two build alternatives, including a commercial area 
southeast of the interchange that will be acquired and removed to accommodate a loop ramp. 
Immediately south of the mill near Nevada Avenue, the APE extends 830 feet east-to-west across 
1-25. This section of the APE includes two blocks of residences in close proximity to 1-25 that 
may be impacted by the improvements. 

2. South edge of the Steel Mill to Northern Avenue: The APE averages approximately 700 feet east­
to-west and includes the first row of Steel Mill buildings, including blast furnace foundations and 
private rail lines on the mill property. West ofI-25, the boundary includes two blocks of 
residences and light industrial areas in the Minnequa neighborhood. 

3. Northern Avenue to 1s1 Street: In this area, the APE encompasses commercial, industrial and 
residential areas extending to a maximum 3150 feet east-to-west near Summit Avenue, before 
decreasing to 160 feet, or roughly the size of the footprint for the existing highway alignment. 
East ofI-25 between Northern and Summit, the boundaries include two blocks outside areas 
directly affected by the two build alternatives. 

4. 1st Street north to l 51h Street: The APE east of the interstate begins to narrow as both build 
alternatives closely follow the existing alignment ofI-25, and adding highway capacity is 
accomplished with less disturbance. In the middle of this section, near W. 8th Street, the APE 
measures 1,200 feet east-to-west. An additional area is present which measures 700 feet east over 
Fountain Creek along the footprint ofW. 8th Street. The east side of Santa Fe Avenue, and 
buildings that back up to improvements to remove horizontal curvature in the mainline of the 
highway, are also included in this section of the APE. 
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4. 15th Street north to 29th Street: The east boundary of the APE remains west of Fountain Creek 
except to reflect improvements to the bridge on US Highway SOB and the proposed extension of 
Dillon Drive south to US SOB. Along both W. 17th Street and above W. 26th Street the APE 
extends to a maximum 1,700 feet east-to-west. The area from W. IS to W. 19th Streets includes 
Mineral Palace Park and SOO ft for the first row of residences that back up to the interstate. All of 
Mineral Palace Park is included in the APE, reflecting the historic nature of the park and features 
therein. 

Methodology 

FHWA and CDOT propose the following methodology to assess features in all areas of the APE, except 
the Rocky Mountain Steel Mill: 

1. The survey will evaluate all buildings and features 4S years old or older within the APE that have 
not been previously documented. 

2. All properties that have been previously recorded on Colorado Office of Archaeology and 
Historic Preservation (OAHP) site forms will be reevaluated and site forms will be submitted 
with updated recommendations on eligibility. 

3. Photographs of all resources (isolates, sites and structures) in the APE will be provided to the 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) as part of the survey. The locations of these resources 
will be marked on an accompanying site map or topographic map and documented on the 
appropriate OAHP site forms. Potential historic districts will be identified and discussed in the 
survey report, including a list of all buildings in the APE and potential district(s), with 
contributing and non-contributing status, construction date, architectural style, and address. A 
map will be provided that shows the locations of all contributing buildings within the APE and 
potential district(s). 

The nature and scope of survey for the Rocky Mountain Steel Mill site remains to be determined, as this 
is dependent on the wishes and cooperation of the owners. The scheduled work will be sufficient to 
assess features within the APE as they relate to the overall plant site. 

Historic archaeological resources will be inventoried and evaluated within the APE; the potential for 
prehistoric resources will be evaluated, and selected areas will be intensively inventoried. The areas to be 
surveyed will be based on the amount of surface disturbance and extant buildings. 

We request your comments regarding the Area of Potential Effect and the proposed methodology for the 
historic survey. We have also sent this letter and the enclosed map to the City of Pueblo Planning 
Department, the Bessemer Historical Society, and the Pueblo Historic Preservation Commission for 
comment. 
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Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. If you require additional information, 
please contact CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303) 512-4258. 

flMs:::i:~rri:t.;ec , Manager 
Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: map 

cc: David Miller, CDOT Region 2 Engineering, Project Manager 
Dick Annand/Judy DeHaven, CDOT Region 2 Environmental Office 
Andrea Garcia, CH2M Hill Senior Transportation Planner 
Chris Hom/Monica Pavlik, FHWA 
George Williams, Pueblo Historical Society 



STATE OF.COLORADO 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9259 

September 7, 2004 

Corinne Koehler 
Bessemer Historical Society 
1612 E. Abriendo Avenue 
Pueblo, CO 81004 

rti;por! 
-----~ ~-...~ - -OEPART)1E.' 'T or TRA!\SPORTATION 

SUBJTCT: APE and Survey Methodology for Historic Resources, CDOT Project IM 0251-156, I-25: 
The New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Ms. Koehler: 

This letter and the attached materials constitute the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and 
Colorado Department of Transportation's (CDOT)'s request for your review of and comment on the Area 
of Potential Effect (APE) and proposed survey methodology for the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the project referenced above. The purpose of the EIS is to determine potential environmental 
impacts for proposed capacity improvements along eight miles ofl-25 in Pueblo between the interchanges 
at Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) and 29th Street (milepost 102). 

Components of the two build alternatives include: 
• Widening I-25 to six lanes, 
• Improving interchanges at Pueblo Blvd, Indiana Avenue, Abriendo Avenue, 1st Street, 13th Street, US 

SOB, and 29th Street 
• Adding a new interchange at Northern A venue 
• Removing interchanges at Illinois A venue, Central A venue, Ilex Street, and 6th Street 

Establishing the APE 

A number of meetings to define the APE for this project have been held with representatives from 
FHWA, CDOT, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), your organization, the Pueblo Historic 
Preservation Commission, and the City of Pueblo. An initial meeting with Dan Corson, Jim Green and 
Joseph Saldibar of the SHPO office was held in November 2002 to introduce the project. In July 2003, 
representatives of CDOT and consultant CH2M Hill again met with staff from the SHPO including Joe 
Saldibar, to discuss the proposed APE. In September 2003 several meetings to solicit local input were 
held with various Pueblo representatives, including: 

• Donna Alber, Historic Preservation Commission, City of Pueblo 
• David Cockrell, Historic Preservation Commission, Neighborhood Planning, City of Pueblo 
• Cathy Green, Director of Planning, City of Pueblo 
• Corinne Koehler, President, Bessemer Historical Society 
• Jim Munch, City Planner, City of Pueblo 
• Kerrelyn Trent, Historic Preservation Commission, City of Pueblo 
• Jordan Glynis, City of Pueblo 
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A final meeting was held on December 22, 2003 with representatives from the City of Pueblo, your 
organization, and the Pueblo Historic Preservation Commission to gather additional comments on the 
proposed APE. Based on the results of this meeting, adjustments to the APE were made and the changes 
were applied to the map enclosed with this submittal. 

The following objectives were considered when defining the APE: 

1. According to the Section 106 guidelines, the APE must include any direct or indirect impacts that 
may be caused by the undertaking. In addition to determining impacts to any properties within 
the defined APE, indirect visual or auditory impacts will be analyzed for all NRHP eligible or 
listed properties within the APE. 

2. The proposed APE allows for all project-related actions, such as interchange reconstruction, 
frontage road relocation, or alignment shifts. 

3. The APE must be supported by sufficient documentation to enable reviewing parties to 
understand its basis. 

The following description of the proposed APE for the I-25/New Pueblo Freeway corresponds with the 
boundary illustrated on the enclosed map: 

1. Pueblo Boulevard interchange north to the Rocky Mountain Steel Mill: The APE encompasses 
areas that would be directly impacted by the two build alternatives, including a commercial area 
southeast of the interchange that will be acquired and removed to accommodate a loop ramp. 
Immediately south of the mill near Nevada Avenue, the APE extends 830 feet east-to-west across 
I-25 . This section of the APE includes two blocks ofresidences in close proximity to 1-25 that 
may be impacted by the improvements. 

2. South edge of the Steel Mill to Northern Avenue: The APE averages approximately 700 feet east­
to-west and includes the first row of Steel Mill buildings, including blast furnace foundations and 
private rail lines on the mill property. West ofl-25, the boundary includes two blocks of 
residences and light industrial areas in the Minnequa neighborhood. 

3. Northern Avenue to 1st Street: In this area, the APE encompasses commercial, industrial and 
residential areas extending to a maximum 3150 feet east-to-west near Summit Avenue, before 
decreasing to 160 feet, or roughly the size of the footprint for the existing highway alignment. 
East ofl-25 between Northern and Summit, the boundaries include two blocks outside areas 
directly affected by the two build alternatives. 

4. 1st Street north to 15th Street: The APE east of the interstate begins to narrow as both build 
alternatives closely follow the existing alignment ofl-25, and adding highway capacity is 
accomplished with less disturbance. In the middle of this section, near W. 8th Street, the APE 
measures 1,200 feet east-to-west. An additional area is present which measures 700 feet east over 
Fountain Creek along the footprint of W. 8th Street. The east side of Santa Fe Avenue, and 
buildings that back up to improvements to remove horizontal curvature in the mainline of the 
highway, are also included in this section of the APE. 
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4. 15th Street north to 29th Street: The east boundary of the APE remains west of Fountain Creek 
except to reflect improvements to the bridge on US Highway SOB and the proposed extension of 
Dillon Drive south to US SOB. Along both W. 1 ih Street and above W. 26th Street the APE 
extends to a maximum 1,700 feet east-to-west. The area from W. IS to W. 19th Streets includes 
Mineral Palace Park and SOO ft for the first row of residences that back up to the interstate. All of 
Mineral Palace Park is included in the APE, reflecting the historic nature of the park and features 
therein. 

Methodology 

FHWA and CDOT propose the following methodology to assess features in all areas of the APE, except 
the Rocky Mountain Steel Mill: 

1. The survey will evaluate all buildings and features 4S years old or older within the APE that have 
not been previously documented. 

2. All properties that have been previously recorded on Colorado Office of Archaeology and 
Historic Preservation (OAHP) site forms will be reevaluated and site forms will be submitted 
with updated recommendations on eligibility. 

3. Photographs ofall resources (isolates, sites and structures) in the APE will be provided to the 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) as part of the survey. The locations of these resources 
will be marked on an accompanying site map or topographic map and documented on the 
appropriate OAHP site forms. Potential historic districts will be identified and discussed in the 
survey report, including a list of all buildings in the APE and potential district(s), with 
contributing and non-contributing status, construction date, architectural style, and address. A 
map will be provided that shows the locations of all contributing buildings within the APE and 
potential district( s). 

The nature and scope of survey for the Rocky Mountain Steel Mill site remains to be determined, as this 
is dependent on the wishes and cooperation of the owners. The scheduled work will be sufficient to 
assess features within the APE as they relate to the overall plant site. 

Historic archaeological resources will be inventoried and evaluated within the APE; the potential for 
prehistoric resources will be evaluated, and selected areas will be intensively inventoried. The areas to be 
surveyed will be based on the amount of surface disturbance and extant buildings. 

We request your comments regarding the Area of Potential Effect and the proposed methodology for the 
historic survey. We have also sent this letter and the enclosed map to the SHPO, the City of Pueblo, and 
the Pueblo Historic Preservation Commission for comment. 
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Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. If you require additional information, 
please contact COOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303) 512-4258. 

ra Bee , Manager 
Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: map 

cc: David Miller, CDOT Region 2 Engineering, Project Manager 
Dick Annand/Judy DeHaven, CDOT Region 2 Environmental Office 
Andrea Garcia, CH2M Hill Senior Transportation Planner 
Chris Horn/Monica Pavlik, FHW A 
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STATE OF COLORADO 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9259 

September 10, 2004 

Mr. George Williams 
Pueblo County Historical Society 
Vail Hotel 
217 S. Grand A venue 
Pueblo, CO 81003 

CliilroT! _____ ._ 

,.._-...~ - -DEPARTMf'ff OF TRAJ\SPORT ATION 

SUBJTCT: APE and Survey Methodology for Historic Resources, CDOT Project IM 0251-156, I-25: 
The New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

This letter and the attached materials constitute the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and 
Colorado Department of Transportation's (CDOT)'s request for your review of and comment on the Area 
of Potential Effect (APE) and proposed survey methodology for the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the project referenced above. The purpose of the EIS is to determine potential environmental 
impacts for proposed capacity improvements along eight miles ofl-25 in Pueblo between the interchanges 
at Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) and 29th Street (milepost 102). 

Components of the two build alternatives include: 
• Widening I-25 to six lanes, 
• Improving interchanges at Pueblo Blvd, Indiana Avenue, Abriendo Avenue, 1st Street, 13th Street, US 

SOB, and 29th Street 
• Adding a new interchange at Northern A venue 
• Removing interchanges at Illinois Avenue, Central Avenue, Ilex Street, and 61h Street 

Establishing the APE 

A number of meetings to define the APE for this project have been held with representatives from 
FHWA, CDOT, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), the Pueblo Historic Preservation 
Commission, the Bessemer Historical Society, and the City of Pueblo. An initial meeting with Dan 
Corson, Jim Green and Joseph Saldibar of the SHPO was held in November 2002 to introduce the project. 
In July 2003, representatives of CDOT and consultant CH2M Hill again met with staff from SHPO, 
including Mr. Saldibar, to discuss the proposed APE. In September 2003 several meetings to solicit local 
input were held with various Pueblo representatives, including: 

• Donna Alber, Historic Preservation Commission, City of Pueblo 
• David Cockrell, Historic Preservation Commission, Neighborhood Planning, City of Pueblo 
• Cathy Green, Director of Planning, City of Pueblo 
• Corinne Koehler, President, Bessemer Historical Society 
• Jim Munch, City Planner, City of Pueblo 
• Kerrelyn Trent, Historic Preservation Commission, City of Pueblo 
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• Jordan Glynis, City of Pueblo 

A final meeting was held on December 22, 2003 with representatives from the City of Pueblo, the Pueblo 
Historic Preservation Commission, and the Bessemer Historical Society to gather additional comments on 
the proposed APE. Based on the results of this meeting, adjustments to the APE were made and the 
changes were applied to the map enclosed with this submittal. 

The following objectives were considered when defining the APE: 

I. According to the Section 106 guidelines, the APE must include any direct or indirect impacts that 
may be caused by the undertaking. In addition to determining impacts to any properties within 
the defined APE, indirect visual or auditory impacts will be analyzed for all NRHP eligible or 
listed properties within the APE. 

2 . The proposed APE allows for all project-related actions, such as interchange reconstruction, 
frontage road relocation, or alignment shifts. 

3. The APE must be supported by sufficient documentation to enable reviewing parties to 
understand its basis. 

The following description of the proposed APE for the I-25/New Pueblo Freeway corresponds with the 
boundary illustrated on the enclosed map: 

I. Pueblo Boulevard interchange north to the Rocky Mountain Steel Mill: The APE encompasses 
areas that would be directly impacted by the two build alternatives, including a commercial area 
southeast of the interchange that will be acquired and removed to accommodate a loop ramp. 
Immediately south of the mill near Nevada Avenue, the APE extends 830 feet east-to-west across 
I-25. This section of the APE includes two blocks ofresidences in close proximity to I-25 that 
may be impacted by the improvements. 

2. South edge of the Steel Mill to Northern Avenue: The APE averages approximately 700 feet east­
to-west and includes the first row of Steel Mill buildings, including blast furnace foundations and 
private rail lines on the mill property. West ofl-25, the boundary includes two blocks of 
residences and light industrial areas in the Minnequa neighborhood. 

3. Northern Avenue to 1st Street: In this area, the APE encompasses commercial, industrial and 
residential areas extending to a maximum 3150 feet east-to-west near Summit Avenue, before 
decreasing to 160 feet, or roughly the size of the footprint for the existing highway alignment. 
East ofl-25 between Northern and Summit, the boundaries include two blocks outside areas 
directly affected by the two build alternatives. 

4. 1s1 Street north to 15th Street: The APE east of the interstate begins to narrow as both build 
alternatives closely follow the existing alignment of I-25, and adding highway capacity is 
accomplished with less disturbance. In the middle of this section, near W. 8th Street, the APE 
measures 1,200 feet east-to-west. An additional area is present which measures 700 feet east over 
Fountain Creek along the footprint ofW. 81

h Street. The east side of Santa Fe Avenue, and 
buildings that back up to improvements to remove horizontal curvature in the mainline of the 
highway, are also included in this section of the APE. 
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4. 15th Street north to 29th Street: The east boundary of the APE remains west of Fountain Creek 
except to reflect improvements to the bridge on US Highway SOB and the proposed extension of 
Dillon Drive south to US SOB. Along both W. 17th Street and above W. 26th Street the APE 
extends to a maximum 1,700 feet east-to-west. The area from W. 15 to W. 191h Streets includes 
Mineral Palace Park and 500 ft for the first row of residences that back up to the interstate. All of 
Mineral Palace Park is included in the APE, reflecting the historic nature of the park and features 
therein. 

Methodology 

FHW A and CDOT propose the following methodology to assess features in all areas of the APE, except 
the Rocky Mountain Steel Mill: 

1. The survey will evaluate all buildings and features 45 years old or older within the APE that have 
not been previously documented. 

2. All properties that have been previously recorded on Colorado Office of Archaeology and 
Historic Preservation (OAHP) site forms will be reevaluated and site forms will be submitted 
with updated recommendations on eligibility. 

3. Photographs of all resources (isolates, sites and structures) in the APE will be provided to the 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) as part of the survey. The locations of these resources 
will be marked on an accompanying site map or topographic map and documented on the 
appropriate OAHP site forms. Potential historic districts will be identified and discussed in the 
survey report, including a list of all buildings in the APE and potential district(s), with 
contributing and non-contributing status, construction date, architectural style, and address. A 
map will be provided that shows the locations of all contributing buildings within the APE and 
potential district( s ). 

The nature and scope of survey for the Rocky Mountain Steel Mill site remains to be determined, as this 
is dependent on the wishes and cooperation of the owners. The scheduled work will be sufficient to 
assess features within the APE as they relate to the overall plant site. 

Historic archaeological resources will be inventoried and evaluated within the APE; the potential for 
prehistoric resources will be evaluated, and selected areas will be intensively inventoried. The areas to be 
surveyed will be based on the amount of surface disturbance and extant buildings. 

We request your comments regarding the Area of Potential Effect and the proposed methodology for the 
historic survey. We have also sent this letter and the enclosed map to the SHPO, City of Pueblo Planning 
Department, the Bessemer Historical Society, and the Pueblo Historic Preservation Commission for 
comment. 
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Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. If you require additional information, 
please contact CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303) 512-4258. 

lJtn., Brad Beckham, Manager p- - Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: map 

cc: David Miller, CDOT Region 2 Engineering, Project Manager 
Dick Annand/Judy DeHaven, CDOT Region 2 Environmental Office 
Andrea Garcia, CH2M Hill Senior Transportation Planner 
Chris Hom/Monica Pavlik, FHWA 
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September 13, 2004 

Brad Beckham 
Manager, Environmental Programs Branch 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
Department of Transportation 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Denver, CO 80222 

Re: CDOT Project IM 0251-156, I-25: The New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact 
Statement (CHS #43967) 

Thank you for your correspondence dated September 7, 2004 and received by our office on 
September 9, 2004 regarding the above-mentioned project. 

After review of the submitted information, we are not able to complete our review of your 
boundary for the proposed Area of Potential Effect (APE). In order to complete our review, 
please provide an explanation ofhowthe APE boundary incorporates potential indirect effects. 

In the case of the Rocky Mountain Steel Mill, the lead agency must make a reasonable and good 
faith effort to carry out appropriate identification efforts, as stipulated in 36 CFR 800.4 If the 
lead agency can not gain access to the property for the purposes of conducting a survey, the lead 
agency should consult with the SHPO and consulting parties regarding the eligibility of the 
Rocky Mountain Steel Mill. (As a note, resource 5PE.543.1/CF&I Corporation Headquarters­
Medical Building and resource 5PE.543 .2/CF&I Corporate Headquarter-Offices have been 
previously identified.) 

If we may be of further assistance, please contact Amy Pallante, our Section 106 Compliance 
Coordinator, at (303) 866-4678. 

Sincerely, 

..W-Georgi~nna Contigugl ·a 
State Historic Preserva ion Officer 

cc: Lisa Schoch/CDOT 



STATE OF COLORADO 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9259 

April 25, 2006 

Catherine Barrier 
CH2MHill 
1515 Poydras Street 
Suite 2110 
New Orleans, LA 70112 

Subject: New Pueblo Freeway Cultural Resources Files 

Dear Catherine: 

~ -===== ~ENT Of TRANSPORTATION 

Enclosed are a total of 7 CDs with the New Pueblo Freeway files for your review. Six of the CDs 
include the Microsoft Word files (e.g., survey report, site forms, district forms) for the initial 
review we completed last October 2005. All of these files include CDOT's revisions in "track 
changes," but for several of the districts, the comments were just highlighted in red. These CDs 
include the following items: 

CD 1: Survey report with CDOT comments in "track changes", and CDOT's first review 
comments broken down by neighborhood and non-district. This CD also includes a file of 
the historic archaeological forms. The files are divided by district name, and I double­
checked and it looks like most of these were dumped into the overall district files, but I 
don't believe the non-district HA files are in the larger non-district file (if that makes 
sense!) Also, please take a look at the file of "tested sites"- l'm not sure these were 
placed in the larger district files . 

CD 2: Site forms for the Grove neighborhood- includes both the architectural site forms and 
the historic archaeology (HA) files, which are in a separate folder within the larger Grove 
folder. 

CD 3: Site forms for Bessemer and Blocks neighborhoods- includes architectural and HA site 
forms. HA is embedded in each neighborhood. For the Blocks, the HA starts with 
site number 5PE 5452. For Bessemer, the HA forms start with 5PE5466. 

CD 4: Includes management date forms for each of the proposed districts and re-evaluation 
forms for previously documented properties. Note that this CD contains some extra 
files that were included in the original CDs produced by WCRM. I think some of the 
additional files were drafts that WCRM forgot to remove from the final CDs. 

CD 5: Site forms for East Mesa Neighborhood, including architectural and HA. HA is in a 
separate file marked "EastMesaHA" within the larger file. There is also an additional 
file that I believe includes some architectural forms. This CD also includes the 
properties that were not part of any of the proposed districts (Non-District)-! think there 
is a mix of architectural and HA for the non district properties. 

CD 6: Site forms for Goat Hill, Lake Minnequa, and Mineral Palace Park neighborhoods, 
including architectural and HA. The HA for Goat Hill is in a separate folder. The HA for 
Lake Minnequa and Mineral Palace Park are not separated from the main file, but can be 



F 
STATE OF COLORADO 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9259 

July 26, 2007 

Ms. Georgianna Contiguglia 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Colorado Historical Society 
1300 Broadway 
Denver, CO 80203 

SUBJTCT: Eligibility Determinations, CDOT Project IM 0251-156, I-25 New Pueblo Freeway 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Ms. Contiguglia: 

This letter and the enclosed materials constitute the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and 
Colorado Department of Transportation's (CDOT)'s request for concurrence on historic property 
eligibility determinations for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) referenced above. The purpose 
of the EIS is to analyze potential environmental impacts for proposed capacity improvements along an 
eight mile segment of I-25 in Pueblo between the interchanges at Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) and 29th 
Street (milepost 102). We previously consulted with your office regarding the Area of Potential Effects 
{APE) and survey methodology for this undertaking in a series of meetings in 2002 and 2003, and via 
correspondence in September 2004. Please note that a report and site forms for historic archaeological 
resources will be forwarded for your review separately in the near future. 

Eligibility Determinations 
The survey report and site forms were completed by Western Cultural Resource Management (WCRM) 
and CH2M Hill under contract to COOT. The survey resulted in the identification of three proposed 
historic districts (Mineral Palace Park, Goat Hill, Bessmer/Lake Minnequa) and 852 individual 
architectural resources that are not within historic districts (non-district). Of the non-district properties, 
we have evaluated fifteen as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places: 5PE584, 5PE588, 
5PE3938, 5PE4504,5PE4505, 5PE4510,5PE4532,5PE4536,5PE4539,5PE4540, 5PE4629,5PE4971 , 
5PE4972, 5PE5080, and 5PE5088. The survey also included the reconnaissance-level evaluation of the 
Minnequa Works, formerly known as the Colorado Fuel & Iron steel mill. 

For your convenience, the site forms for all properties comprising this submittal are organized in 
accordion file folders labeled according to district or non-district status. Also included herewith is a 
comment matrix on compact disk for use during the review. In addition, five aerial maps are enclosed for 
your review: three showing the project alternatives and two that depict the boundaries of the potential 
historic districts and previously identified historic districts. 

We request your concurrence with the determinations of eligibility outlined in the survey report, enclosed 
forms and attached spreadsheet. Your response is necessary for the Federal Highway Administration's 
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation's regulations. 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9259 

July 27, 2007 

Mr. Wade Broadhead 
Historic Preservation Commission 
Dept. of Community Development 
City of Pueblo 
211 East D. Street 
Pueblo, CO 81003 

STATE OF COLORADO 

~oTI ---DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

SUBJTCT: Eligibility Determinations, CDOT Project IM 0251-156, I-25 New Pueblo Freeway 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Broadhead: 

This letter and the enclosed materials constitute the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and 
Colorado Department of Transportation's (CDOT)'s request for comments on historic property eligibility 
determinations for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) referenced above. You recently received 
the survey report, site forms, and a comment matrix from our consultant CH2M Hill. The purpose of the 
EIS is to analyze potential environmental impacts for proposed capacity improvements along an eight 
mile segment ofI-25 in Pueblo between the interchanges at Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) and 29th 
Street (milepost 102). We previously consulted with your organization regarding the Area of Potential 
Effects (APE) and survey methodology for this undertaking in a series of meetings in 2002 and 2003. 
Please note that a report and site forms for historic archaeological resources will be forwarded for your 
review separately in the near future. 

Eligibility Determinations 
The survey report and site forms were completed by Western Cultural Resource Management (WCRM) 
and CH2M Hill under contract to CDOT. The survey resulted in the identification of three proposed 
historic districts (Mineral Palace Park, Goat Hill, Bessmer/Lake Minnequa) and 852 individual 
architectural resources that are not within historic districts (non-district). Of the non-district properties, 
we have evaluated fifteen as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places: 5PE584, 5PE588, 
5PE3938,5PE4504,5PE4505,5PE4510,5PE4532,5PE4536,5PE4539,5PE4540,5PE4629,5PE4971, 
5PE4972, 5PE5080, and 5PE5088. The survey also included the reconnaissance-level evaluation of the 
Minnequa Works, formerly known as the Colorado Fuel & Iron steel mill. 

Enclosed with this letter are two aerial maps for your review: one that depicts the boundaries of the 
potential historic districts identified for this project, and one that indicates locations of historic districts 
identified in 1981. Per our telephone discussion on July 27, 2007, we will be sending copies of maps 
depicting the project alternatives in a separate submittal. 

As a local preservation organization with a potential interest in these historic resources, we welcome your 
comments regarding our determinations of eligibility. Given the size of this submittal, we are aware that 
the standard 30-day review time frame may not be sufficient for your staff and the additional consulting 
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August 8, 2007 

Mr. Brad Beckham 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 E. Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, CO 80222 

Dear Mr. Beckham: 

Susan Pelto, Chair 
Donna Alber 

Deborah Espinosa 
Tanya Jones 

Mark Mihelich 
Kerrelyn Trent 

Gary L. Trujillo 

We have received all the materials for the New Pueblo Freeway Section 106 Review in consultation 
with your office. We are pleased to have this opportunity to provide feedback on the history of Pueblo, 
and the Pueblo Historic Preservation Commission takes this responsibility seriously. 

I have been in contact with the other interested parties such as Bessemer Historical Society, Historic 
Preservation, Inc., and the Pueblo County Historical Society and am trying to coordinate the review 
between these organizations. We have devised a system to review the report and all the associated site 
forms, and are beginning work in earnest this week. Since this is one of the largest projects of its kind 
in Colorado, and our Commission primarily operates on volunteer hours, we will need to request an 
additional forty-five (45) days for review. We have conducted three meetings to organize the review 
in addition to a form-by-form inventory to verify that we posses all the forms that were on your 
attached spreadsheet. All the hard copy forms are accounted for, but we are missing a little over 100 
sites electronically. Since we have yet to receive the archaeological site forms, we may have to request 
additional time to finish the review of those resources. 

I will stay in contact during the process and keep you updated on our progress. 

Sincerely, 

/2-~~ 
Wade Broadhead V-t ~ 
Land Use Planner .~A 
Historic Preservation 'iZ,.~~'M~ 

"'-i'JI) '.IJ! 
WB/ktm "8;'~11/"1 

The programs and services of the City of Pueblo are accessible to people with disabilities. For accessibility information 
contact the Planning & Land Use Administration Departments at 719-553-2359 (TTY users - 719-553-2611). 

The City of Pueblo is an Equal Opportunity Employer. 
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August 29, 2007 

Mr. Brad Beckham 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 E. Arkansas Ave. 
Shumate Building 
Denver, CO 80222 

Dear Mr. Beckham: 

Susan Pelto, Chair 
Donna Alber 
Deborah Espinosa 
Tanya R. Jones 
Mark Mihelich 
Kerrelyn Trent 
Gary L. Trujillo 

We have now been reviewing the Section 106 materials for one month. After I presented an update on 
the progress of the review at our August 23, 2007 meeting, the Pueblo Historic Preservation 
Commission voted to request an extension of the Section 106 review time. Due to the massive 
amounts of information and forms, we respectfully request an additional two weeks to finalize our 
review and draft a thorough letter of response. The reasons for our request are described below. 

First, now that a number of Commissioners and volunteers have viewed the materials, it is becoming 
clear that the historical background on the site forms, and some of the historic context sections, are 
woefully inadequate to determine if a property is significant or not. Also, the many uncorrected 
typographical errors also indicate that these forms may not be "finished". fu this light we have to try 
and do your consultants' homework for them. To that end, we are organizing sessions with residents 
and local history experts in the neighborhoods to try and determine the major events and personalities 
that shaped these unique places. We fear that our comments may be dismissed so we are actively 
trying to put together strong historical backgrounds for subject properties and neighborhoods for future 
meetings regarding eligibility. Although your consultants rightfully identified "Pueblo's Ethnic 
Heritage and fufluences of Ethnic Groups on Pueblo's Past", your consultants did not seem to make 
the link with those structures and businesses that embody and characterize a distinctive ethnic group in 
a particular neighborhood. 

Second, the initial proposed review period was slated for March 2007. Our Commission had special 
meetings and spent a lot of time and resources gearing up for the planned review. Now that it has 
arrived five months later than anticipated we are not as prepared to review the materials as we were in 
March. Meanwhile, we are reviewing our first residential Historic District Nomination in thirty (30) 
years and this project requires an enormous amount of Staffs' time. While the SHPO can simply 
devote more resources to their review to finish in the allotted time, we must rely on the kindness and 
sacrifice of volunteers and some City Staff, who are tasked to accomplish a number of other goals 
besides Section 106 Review. 

The programs and services of the City of Pueblo are accessible to people with disabilities. For accessibility information 
contact the Planning & Land Use Administration Departments at 719-553-2359 (1TY users - 7 I 9-553-2611 ). 

The City of Pueblo is an Equal Opportunity Employer. 



We acknowledge the massive scope of the project and the difficulty in conducting and organizing such 
a broad review. However, since the project is being paid for with tax dollars, and the City will 
eventually be using the data for a number of preservation projects, we would like to hold the standard 
of work to the highest level. Also, we do not wish to see some of our important historical sites 
destroyed or discarded in the future because we had limited time to adequately review the site forms. 

Sincerely, 

a 
Land Use Planner 
Historic Preservation Commission 

ssioner 



STATE OF COLORADO 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9259 

September 10, 2007 

Mr. Wade Broadhead 
Historic Preservation Commission 
Dept. of Community Development 
City of Pueblo 
211 East D. Street 
Pueblo, CO 81003 

~ ........... ~!!!!!!!!! -~~ -~ENT OF T~PORTATION 

SUBJTCT: Section 106 Review Extension, CDOT Project IM 0251-156, I-25 New Pueblo Freeway 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Broadhead: 

Thank you for your letter of August 29, 2007. We appreciate your efforts to review the New Pueblo 
Freeway Section 106 materials, and are sensitive to your staffing issues and other time commitments. 
Given these factors, we agree to extend your review time frame an additional two weeks beyond the 
original date of September 28th, and will look forward to your response on or before October 12, 2007. 

We would also like to respond to your comments regarding information gaps on the site forms and 
historical context of the survey report. It is not our expectation that you will conduct additional research 
as part of your review. We have requested your comments on the National Register eligibility 
determinations we submitted; if you do not believe there is adequate documentation, please clarify this 
and outline your additional information needs in your response. 

If you have questions, please contact CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at 303-512-4258 or via 
email at lisa.schoch@dot.state.co.us. 

cc: Dick Annand/Judy DeHaven, COOT Region 2 Environmental Office 
Chris Hom/Monica Pavlik, FHW A 
Andrea Garcia, CH2M Hill Senior Transportation Planner 
CIF 



g~~ OFFICE of ARCHAEOLOGY and HISTORIC PRE S ERVATI ON 

October 11, 2007 

Brad Beckham 
Manager, Environmental Programs Branch 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Denver, CO 80222 

Re: CDOT Project IM 0251-156; 1-25 Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement; Determinations 
of Eligibility. (CHS #44746) 

Dear Mr. Beckham, 

Thank you for your correspondence dated July 26, 2007 regarding the consultation of the above­
mentioned project under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106). 

After review of the provided additional information, we were able to concur with the finding of eligibility 
for the resources listed in the attached spreadsheet (see attached CD-ROM). Please refer to the column 
referenced as "SHPO Comments." 

For the remaining surveyed properties, staff was unable to concur on the proposed findings of eligibility. 
Please see our general comments below. 

• It was difficult to get a feel for the neighborhood surveys. The site forms were submitted as 
either being a part of a historic district or as individual properties located outside proposed 
historic districts. Neighborhoods were not submitted as a whole and it was difficult to determine 
the contributing and non-contributing properties to a possible neighborhood historic district. 

• The historic or original boundaries of the surveyed neighborhoods are not clear. These 
boundaries are needed in order to evaluate whether or not the properties identified as being not 
individually eligible have the potential to be contributing to a neighborhood historic district. 
Also, it is hard to evaluate the proposed historic boundaries for the historic districts when the 
larger neighborhood boundaries are not clear. 

• A majority of the forms feature Statements of Significance (item 42) that are actually discussions 
of integrity. Often item 39/Area(s) of Significance is left blank; however, the context study 
identified several areas of significance for the study area. 

• On many of the forms, the Construction History (item 29) states additions to the original house, 
but the addition is not seen in the photos. 

• On many of the forms, the Construction History (item 29) doesn' t match what is stated in item 
42. At times item 29 will state there are no changes, and item 42 will state a property is not 
eligible due to significant changes. 

• Many of the forms state that a property is not eligible due to the application of stucco to the 
exterior. Stucco is a historic building material and, if added during the period of significance for 
the building or district, it can contribute to the eligibility of the property. There is no discussion 
of the historic use of stucco in Pueblo in the historic context report or on the site forms. 

COLORADO HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

1300 BROAD WAY D EN V ER COLORADO 80203 TEL 303/866-3 395 FAX 303/866-2711 www.coloradohistory-oahp.org 



• Site forms for commercial or community landmark buildings, such as schools or churches, do 
not address the significance of these resources. Often the site form is marked as the property not 
having any significant historical associations; however; the context study discusses the 
importance of local corner or neighborhood stores. The Star Nursery (5PE.4486, 5PE.4488, 
5PE.4489, 5PE.4493, and 5PE.4495) is a well-know property in Pueblo, but the site form states 
research yielded no information. Were local resources used to understand the local history? 

• The Historical Background (item 35) does not include the history of the surveyed property. 
Often the history is for the overall neighborhood. 

• On many of the site forms, the Architectural Description (section III) does not match the 
attached photographs. 

• Many of the site forms have assembly errors, such as the house addresses not matching the 
location maps or the attached photographs not matching the house addresses. 

• The Goat Hill Management Data Form is confusing. The form has contradicting information in 
the text and charts. The chart found on page 9 of 9 is in direct contradiction to the loose chart on 
oversized paper. The finding that the historic district is significant at the state level of 
significance is notjustified in the form. 

• Some of the forms, especially in the Mineral Palace Park Historic District, use the tax assessor's 
default date of 1900. From staff review, we were able to determine that many of the buildings 
were either built before or after the 1900 default date. Some forms also have conflicting 
information on the date of construction, such as 5PE.4493 states both 1882 and 1920 as dates of 
construction. It is not clear which date is used in the discussion of significance in item 42. 

• Many of the site forms only have one photograph attached and sometimes the view of the house 
is obscured by a fence or trees. 

The above comments are general in nature, but apply to the site forms that we were not able to complete 
an evaluation. 

We request being involved in the consultation process with the local government, which as stipulated in 
36 CFR 800.3 is required to be notified of the undertaking, and with other consulting parties. Additional 
information provided by the local government or consulting parties might cause our office to re-evaluate 
our eligibility and potential effect findings. 

Please note that our compliance letter does not end the 30-day review period provided to other consulting 
parties. If we may be of further assistance, please contact Amy Pallante, our Section 106 Compliance 
Coordinator, at (303) 866-4678. 

Sincerely, ~ 

v~:.::g~r 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

COOT Project IM 0251-156, 1-25 New Pueblo Freeway 
CHS #44746 
October 11 , 2007 
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Historic Preservation Commission 
211 East D Street 
Pueblo, CO 81003 

719-553-2259 (Phone) 
719-553-2359 (Fax) 
719-553-2611 ('ITY) 
www.pueblo.us 

October 12, 2007 

Susan Pelto, Chair 
Donna Alber 

Deborah Espinosa 
Tanya Jones 

Mark Mihelich 
Kerrelyn Trent 

Gary L. Trujillo 

From: Wade Broadhead, Land Use Planner and Susan Pelto, Chair Historic Preservation Commission 
Through: Jerry Pacheco, Assistant City Manager of Community Development 

Mr. Brad Beckham 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 E. Arkansas A venue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, CO 80222 

Dear Mr. Beckham: 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide consultation on over 800 historic resources your 
consultant documented as part of the New Pueblo Freeway project in accordance with Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act. City of Pueblo staff attempted to coordinate a response 
between Historic Pueblo, Inc., The Bessemer Historical Society, Pueblo County Historical Society, 
interested citizens, and residents of the East Mesa and Goat Hill neighborhoods. This fall was a busy 
time for all involved and we were not able to review the forms in as much detail as we would have 
liked, and we thank you for your extension. We did, however, have a number of Historic Preservation 
Commissioners, HPI members, and interested citizens who live in the proposed areas provide feedback 
on the work. Unfortunately, we were not able to review every site form. The forms in Box 3 
pertaining to the Bessemer District were the ones examined in the least detail. The following letter 
addressed some global issues with the product, makes suggestions, and ends with a list of sites that we 
disagree with your consultant's recommendations. 

The review effort consisted of five of the seven historic preservation commissioners, City Staff, 
members of Historic Preservation, Inc., a preservation specialist/director of the Pueblo County 
Historical Society, and other amateur local historians with a great wealth of experience with Pueblo. 
The reviewers utilized both the hard copy forms and the digital copies via their home computers, so 
both resources were valuable to our effort. We are lucky enough to have many volunteers who helped 
without compensation. All reviewers involved noticed some of the same 'global' issues with the 
product, and many arrived at their findings independently. We have attached their unedited comments 
in cases where we received a formal letter describing their review (attachments #2 and #3). 

We understand that this is one of the largest historic survey projects in CDOT's history and 
appreciate the enormous effort that must have gone into the draft report and site forms. However, the 
product that we reviewed does not appear to be finished. The numbers of errors, inconsistencies, and 
lack of historical information made it difficult for us to effectively agree or disagree with your 

The programs and services of the City of Pueblo are accessible to people with disabilities. For accessibility information 
contact the Planning & Land Use Administration Departments at 719-553-2359 (TTY users - 719-553-2611 ). 

The City of Pueblo is an Equal Opportunity Employer. 



consultant's recommendations. We will first address the context and general comments, then the site 
forms, and finally present the sites we either disagree with their recommendations of eligibility, or do 
not have enough information to make the decision. 

Context Study and General Comments 
The context study was filled with important information and touched on a number of important themes 
important for the development of the City. However, we would like to point out a few errors and 
omissions in the text. We also wanted to make some 'global' or universal comments that affect both 
the context report as well as the individual site forms. 

1) The Goat Hill Historic District is not in Goat Hill. After a meeting with some of the long time 
residents of the area, Goat Hill is the area south of 1st Street. The area proposed as a National 
Register Historic District is north of 1st street and has a different shared history. Although your 
researchers got the history of Goat Hill right, they got the location wrong. The proposed 
district is made up of larger Victorian homes predating the biggest Italian immigration waves of 
the early 1900s. The residents of Goat Hill knew the large Victorians only as boarding homes. 
An appropriate name may be the Bradford or Patton (subdivision) historic district. Further 
research predating the Italian immigration should be conducted to determine prominent 
members of this community. Also, there was no church in the Goat Hill neighborhood proper 
(see bottom of first paragraph in section 5.2.2 paragraph). 

2) We don't understand why the Grove and East Mesa neighborhoods are not eligible while the 
Bessemer and Goat Hill districts are eligible for the National Register district. In some cases 
portions of the Grove and East Mesa areas have more integrity than the proposed districts. Not 
having a thorough history of alterations limits our ability to concur with your 
recommendations. Also, the Nuckolls Packing Plant should be mentioned as an important part 
of the Grove landscape. 

3) The Blocks neighborhood description is wrong. The Blocks is a thin swath of homes in the 
curvilinear streets directly abutting the bluff. The area west of Abriendo, on normally platted 
street networks is called Mesa Junction. Originally it was called Mesa, but 'The Mesa', 
currently refers to St. Charles Mesa. Numerous reviewers who lived in the area objected to the 
area west of Abriendo being considered part of the Blocks (originally called Corona Park). The 
Blocks proper have a specific and different historical development and demographic than the 
areas across the street. Recently the City conducted a neighborhood survey for the blocks area 
and it only covered the winding streets east of Abriendo to the bluffs edge. Please revise the 
map on Figure 4.3. 

4) The flood of 1921 is only mentioned indirectly in the Grove neighborhood history instead of 
being in the main historical timeline. The 1921 flood was a pivotal moment in Pueblo's history 
and it greatly affected neighborhoods in the study area and the City as a whole. More 
discussion about the direct and indirect impacts to the study area is needed. 

5) Section 4-10 talks about the settlement of Pueblo around streetcar lines. Although this is true, 
the original development was around the 'speculative city' model of platted 25-foot lots prior to 
the streetcar. As far as we understand the streetcar dropped its line onto the existing street grid 
and the development then grew off of those established lines. 

6) Although it is one of your three specific APE themes one of them was: 2) Pueblo's Ethnic 
Heritage and the Influences of Ethnic Groups on Pueblo's Past, the realization of this theme is 
woefully underrepresented in the site form data. Your consultants did not identify any patterns 
in your data at all despite having to inventory some of the largest, original, ethnic enclaves in 
Pueblo. Without a detailed history of the political, social, and neighborhood histories it was 



impossible to identify important locations or residences. Your themes were not translated very 
well into the actual study, which was little more than a simple inventory of homes. One 
example of these missed patterns in that data was evident in Goat Hill. There are a number of 
building periods on Goat Hill, with one occurring during 1922. One of our Pueblo Work's 
Engineers is the grandson of one of those original Goat Hill residents and he states that one (or 
many) of those houses was actually moved to Goat Hill from the lowlands after the flood. So 
beyond representing your #2 theme perfectly as a strong ethnic community, some of that 
construction is strongly associated with an important event in Pueblo's history and the reaction 
to that event. Finally, if your histories do not have enough detail it is impossible to determine 
what type of influence that had on Pueblo's history. After meeting with Goat Hill and East 
Mesa residents we realized that numerous original families went on to heavily influence the 
city. 

7) A number of researchers pointed out inconsistencies with the eligibility statements for the 
Northern A venue Commercial District. Some of these places were important parts of the 
community and fit in with your grocery store and 'watering holes/bar' histories. Some of the 
buildings have only slight modifications, and even some of the modifications may be historic. 

8) Many commissioners and volunteers have issues with the Bessemer Historic District. The 
approach appears to be "broad-stroke" and numerous properties are included that have been 
seriously compromised. Also, we find it strange that a district can be so large with only one or 
the steel mill individually eligible property. We believe there should be more detail and 
discretion with this district. Perhaps a series of mini districts where integrity is high would be 
more appropriate. 

9) Many volunteers and commissioners were dismayed to see some of the city's most important 
remaining, neighborhood grocery stores and bars recommended as ineligible. These 'ethnic 
town halls' acted as places where people could eat and drink, but also provided commercial, 
distribution, and economic services as well as important social services for the neighborhoods. 
Your own context study spends a great deal of time talking about these types of resources and it 
was baffling to see them recommended as ineligible. These structures are almost never 
unaltered, but many of the alterations took place over 50 years ago. Also, the commercial 
building attached to a residential house is the model for these types of resources and an 
important part of the social and architectural history, not a reason to recommend it as ineligible. 
Places like Gus's, Gaglianos, Zolseman's, Eilers, and Martices (in Goat Hill) are a crucial link 
to Pueblo's past, and even more important today because many are still operating. Your 
context survey seemed to understand the importance of these places, but your field researchers 
failed to recognize and nominate them as eligible for preservation. 

10) Finally, we find it hard to believe that besides the proposed historic districts that only 15 other 
structres are eligible. Again without a history of alterations and social background for the 
homes and structures it is impossible to concur with your recommendations. The ethnic and 
labor history of Pueblo is difficult to incorporate into a research design, but it is important to 
highlight this important history that represented so many individuals in Pueblo. If, like your 
consultants claim, that many of these areas have lost integrity, then some of the few structures 
or blocks that do retain integrity should be eligible for preservation. Staff recognizes that a lot 
of historic integrity has been lost in Pueblo, and that perhaps, mini-districts composing small 
blocks could be nominated. 

11) We saw at least two forms saying no historical info for Star Nursery was found, even though it 
still exists about two doors away. 

12) We noticed the row of shacks on Greenwood south of 29th St. still considered part of the 
"affluent" Mineral Park neighborhood. Perhaps they shouldn' t be considered part of the 
neighborhood. ("Sharps" Addition.) In general we found that the APE sites in the Mineral 



Palace Park Historic District are not closely associated with the history of the affluent history 
of the greater North Side. The City is currently reviewing an application for a local historic 
North Side District that is much farther to the west and south of the APE study area. The area 
in the APE study area is largely lower middle class, later infill. 

13) We have noticed many broad, blanket statements without justification, e.g., "an unsympathetic 
addition". Why are some alterations unsympathetic? If the alteration does not show in a photo, 
how can we tell? 

14) When it comes to additions, the Assessor's Office Records are suspect (according to the forms, 
which frequently say "An addition .. ., but "No additions ... according to Assessor's office), but 
accurate when it comes to the "Actual" date of the building, frequently 1900 (usually an 
incorrect construction date) Any building with a wing or an L-shape is assumed to have an 
addition, regardless of what the Assessor's office says. 

Site Forms 
In many cases our reviewers were disposed to agree with the overall assessment of eligibility but 
noticed mistakes in the site forms, incorrect or incomplete information. We acknowledge that although 
many of these neighborhoods are still strong ethnics enclaves, they may have lost architectural 
integrity to such a degree that they are no longer eligible for the NRHP. I will address some of the 
major areas where we encountered: 

Date of construction. The dates of construction were often listed as 1900 since that is the date when 
the assessor's office lost most of their records in a flood. However, any historical architect would 
realize that the styles of the homes place them at an earlier date. Reverse Directories (Polk 
Directories), Sanborn's, and original plats exist and can be consulted to at least find a date range of 
construction. This problem is very apparent when looking at the homes near the Steel Mill. It is 
difficult to assess a neighborhood's development and significance if it was built in 1885 as one of the 
first residential developments adjacent to the Steel Mill, and it is listed as 1900. We would like to see 
more detailed dates of construction or at least date ranges based on research, recording of the original 
plat, and architectural styles 1895-1900 etc. 

Architectural styles. The architectural descriptions are sometimes too vague and inaccurate. Too 
many homes are labeled "no style" when clearly they have a plain vernacular style. After Consulting 
Houses By Mail: A Guide to Houses From Sears, Roebuck and Company (Stevenson and Jandl: 1986), 
most of the homes in many of the neighborhood appear to be Sears Kit or Sears inspired buildings. We 
would like to see more refined descriptions and accurate assessment of styles. If enough homes are 
"no style" then simply identify and name a vernacular style or sub style of some other larger 
movement. Also, one picture is not enough to agree with the recommendations in most cases. When 
descriptions of side and rear facades are mentioned as ' losing integrity' and we have no pictures, it 
becomes impossible to agree or disagree with your recommendations. 

Historical Background. This section on the site forms is perhaps the most glaring example of what we 
thought of as "incomplete". Almost all of the forms list the first owner, or what appears to be one of 
the first owners and then states that no additional information could be found. A number of recent 
survey reports from the City as well as a number of volunteer nominations have unearthed tremendous 
data on even the most modest residences. We understand that the level of historic research for 800 
homes cannot be the same as an individual National Register property. Yet, without sufficient 
information about the early residents, we cannot determine if the home has significance. The 
commission needs additional information regarding chains of ownerships and associations with 
local/regional business owners and political figures. Even if many of these buildings have lost 



integrity we need to know the original histories of these places to make a firm assessment. We have 
been told by other researchers that Pueblo has a very good database of historical resources for this type 
of research. If your consultants need some guidance about where these things are located we would be 
happy to do all we can to assist. 

Many of the names of the original owners of modest homes in the Goat Hill and Bessemer 
neighborhood are prominent family names in Pueblo' s history or have members currently shaping the 
city's future. The survey report and historical context specifically mention the development of 
neighborhoods and ethnic history as important features of Pueblo's history, but the overarching themes 
do not seem to be carried over into the site forms. Numerous examples of completely intact modest 
worker/laborer housing are not listed as eligible, nor are specific blocks with high degrees of integrity 
listed as small districts. 

Integrity Statements. 
A number of our reviewers pointed out that there were a number of inconsistencies between the 
Section 42/43 statements. Houses with good integrity are then said to be not eligible because of loss of 
integrity. "Loss of integrity" appears to be rather inconsistent as well throughout the document. 
Without adequately addressing the later history of modifications to specific neighborhoods (Goat Hill, 
Bessemer, East Mesa) the authors assume that stucco was a later addition when in some cases it may 
have been original. The nature and types of changes may have also reflected specific historical 
conditions related to the local change in demographics or economics. City Staff has a large archive of 
WP A photos from 1938 of the entire city, which we would be happy to provide them as a resource to 
look at changes through time on modest worker housing. 

Some reviewers noted that very small things were being used to recommend a home as ineligible for 
the NRHP. If a house has original wood windows but aluminum storm windows it could be noted as 
'lost integrity'. The commission has a problem with so much of the City being deemed ineligible 
without really addressing the unique working class and ethnic history that built the City. 

Sites With Disagreements 
The following is a list (#1) of sites that the reviewers in Pueblo disagree with the consultant' s 

recommendation. In many cases we disagreed because we didn't have enough information, but in 
others we disagreed because we felt the social history or the architectural history was sufficient and 
important enough to warrant it as eligible for the NRHP. 

We all found this to be a very difficult task due to the unique nature of old worker class 
housing which does not weather the elements as well as the Rosemount Mansion. However, we feel 
these resources and their histories are important, and that we need to know more about the original 
construction styles and techniques. We do not want to write off the entire history of Pueblo because of 
stucco. In some cases stucco was used historically and in some cases it was reapplied historically and 
may have been a way for peoples from Italy and New Mexico (or Mexico) to associate with their 
homelands or blend in to Pueblo's climate which is more related to Santa Fe than Connecticut or 
Chicago. 

Attachments: 
1. Sites with Disagreements I non-concurrence list 
2. PCHS/Burrer letter 
3.Clay letter 



5PE 4852 

5PE 4905 

5PE 4954 

5PE 4958 

5PE 4961 

5PE 4963 

5PE 4965 

5PE 4968 

5PE 5120 

5PE 5134 

5PE 5164 

5PE 5165 

5PE 5169 

5PE 5175 

5PE 5176 

5PE 5177 

5PE 5186 

5PE 5188 

5PE 5194 

5PE 5205 

5PE 5209 

5PE 5210 

5PE 5224 

5PE 5228 

5PE 5229 

Window replacement may diminish integrity, but is that the only cause for 
non-contribution? 
Is stucco original? 

Disagree with non-contribution. Warrants further investigation. 

Disagree with non-contribution. Warrants further investigation. 

lvtS 60rrer 
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If lack of windows leading to diminished integrity is the cause for non-contribution, 
how can this be determined if they don't even know if the windows exist under the 
boards? 
If lack of windows leading to diminished integrity is the cause for non-contribution, 
how can this be determined if they don't even know if the windows exist under the 
boards? 
This building has more storefront modifications than most in the proposed 
district. How can this be contributing? Arbitrary decision. 
Warrants further investigation. Not enough photographs. 

This building has burned down. Should not be included in inventory, or if it is, noted 
as non-extant. 
Coflicting statements of significance. Stucco appears to be original. 

Windows appear original in the photo provided. Only storms have been added. 
Warrants further investigation 
Good integrity, yet is non-contributing @ 1953. What is the cutoff for the period 
of significance? 
Windows appear original in the photo provided. Only storms have been added. 
Warrants further investigation 
Date of 1953? 

Date of 1957? 

Date of 1958, but is listed as being contributing to the district. Explain . 

Stucco appears to be original. 

Fenestration modifications of what type? Not enough photographs are provided for a 
reviewer to confirm this determination. 
Stucco appears to be original. 

Has a clearly incompatible additions, yet is listed as contributing. Disagree. 

Diminished integrity. Should not be listed as contributing. 

Conflict in statements of physical integrity. 

Diminished integrity. Should not be listed as contributing. 

Diminished integrity. Should not be listed as contributing. 

Diminished integrity. Should not be listed as contributing. 

Comments on 1-25 Architectural Inventory Forms Page 1of2 



5PE 5237 Date of 1956? 

5PE 5238 If there is are side and back additions that cause this property to be non-contributing, 
more photographs must be provided to determine this. 

5PE 5296 Physical integrity slightly diminished, but is significant. Associated with CF&I. 

5PE 4541 Association with J.K. Sweeney warrants local significance, and eligibility in the NRHP. 
(Goat Hill Dist.) 

Comments on 1-25 Architectural Inventory Forms Page 2 of 2 



New Pueblo Freeway Section 106 Sites With Disagreements 
BOX1 

SITE NUMBER ADDRESS 
5PE4490 1924 N. SANTA FE AVE. 
5PE4531 315-317 E. 4TH ST. 
5PE4533 319-321 E. 4TH ST. 
5PE4537 307 BRADFORD AVE 
5PE4539 403 E. 4th St. 
5PE4540 403 E. 4th St. 
5PE4542 320 E. 4TH ST. 
5PE4545 212 E 3rd st 
5PE4546 304 BRADFORD ST 
5PE4564 321 E. 2nd ST 
5PE4566 311 E. 3RD ST 
5PE4701 525 MOFFAT 
5PE4705 513 MOFFAT 
5PE4707 508 MOFFAT 
5PE4718 602 MOFFAT 
5PE4725 601 STANTON 
5PE4733 501 STANTON 
5PE4746 921 CURRIE 
5PE4777 118ARROYO 
5PE4778 120ARROYO 
5PE4771 103SUMMIT 
5PE4785 1136 ELM ST. 
5PE4579 332 E. 1 ST. ST 
5PE4577 316 E. 1 ST. ST. 
5PE4585 311 RIVER 

BOX2 

SITE NUMBER ADDRESS 
5PE4810 1214 ELM ST. 
5PE4812 1218 ELM ST. 
5PE4813 1220 ELM ST. Gaglianos 
5PE4821 1232 - 1234 ELM ST. 
5PE4837 1203 ELM ST. 
5PE4838 1201 ELM ST. 
5PE5000 611 E. ARROYO 
5PE5005 713 E. ARROYO 
5PE5008 700 TOPEKA AVE 
5PE5014 715 TOPEKA AVE 
5PE5016 706 HILL PL 
5PE5019 716 HILL PL 
5PE5020 413 RUSH ST. 
5PE5025 1004 EGAN AVE 
5PE5028 1048 S. SANTA FE 



5PE5035 1018 S. SANT A FE 
5PE5036 1012 S. SANTA FE 
5PE5037 1008 S. SANT A FE 
5PE5039 1000 S. SANT A FE 
5PE5040 1040 1/2 S. SANTA FE 
5PE5041 1109 S. SANTA FE 
5PE5043 422 KELLY AVE 
5PE5044 410 KELLY AVE 
5PE5045 412 KELLY AVE 
5PE5046 771 S. SANT A FE 
5PE5050 736 MOFFAT AVE 
5PE5051 734 MOFFAT AVE 
5PE5052 410 W. 28TH ST. 
5PE5053 414 W.28TH ST. 
5PE5054 2701 N. GRAND 
5PE5055 2725 N. GRAND 
5PE5056 409 W. 27TH ST 
5PE5059 2224 N. MAIN 
5PE5067 421 BEECH ST. 
5PE5073 425 BEECH ST. 
5PE5076 416 KELLY AVE 
5PE5080 200 S. SANT A FE 
5PE5081 210 S. SANTA FE. 
5PE5082 641 ELM ST. 

BOX3 

SITE NUMBER ADDRESS 
5PE5206 2017 E. EVANS AVE 
5PE5207 2011 E. EVANS AVE 
5PE5211 2100 E. ROUTT 
5PE5212 2110 E. ROUTI 
5PE5218 2140 E. ROUTI 
5PE5219 411 AQUA AVE 
5PE5220 2131 E. EVANS 
5PE5221 2121 E. EVANS 
5PE5222 2119 E. EVANS 
5PE5223 2117 E. EVANS 
5PE5224 2113 E. EVANS 
5PE5227 2101 E. EVANS 
5PE5228 402 INDIANAAVE 
5PE5229 410 INDIANA AVE 
5PE5232 2012 E. EVANS 
5PE5234 2018 E. EVANS 
5PE5235 2022 E. EVANS 
5PE5237 2028 E. EVANS 
5PE5238 2032 E. EVANS 
5PE5243 2114 E. EVANS 
5PE5244 2118 E. EVANS 
5PE5246 2124 E. EVANS 



5PE5248 2210 E. EVANS 
5PE5254 2300 E. EVANS 
5PE5255 2308 E. EV ANS 
5PE5268 2428 E. EVANS 
5PE5269 2430 E. EVANS 
5PE5271 2516 E. EVANS 
5PE5273 2526 E. EVANS 
5PE5274 2530 E. EV ANS 
*Pueblo either disagrees with the recommendation of eligibility on all these sites, 
or does not have sufficent information to conurr with the consultants recommendation. 
City of Pueblo and Pueblo Historic Preservation Coordinated Review, 
August through October 12, 2007. 



October 11, 2007 

Wade Broadhead 
Land Use Planner 
Department of Community Development 
City of Pueblo 211 E. 'D' Street 
Pueblo, Colorado 81003 

Wade: 

After reviewing the required documentation to comply with Section 106 guidelines in 
the Area of Potential Affect of the New Pueblo Freeway Project, I have a few concerns 
with the quality and accuracy of the forms provided. 

1. The inventory forms provided include minimal information as a basis for 
determination for NRHP Districts, and individual listings. Even if a property were 
eligible, the information is not enough to form a concrete basis to that fact. The 
forms lack proper pictures indicating the features of the property, and usually only 
show the primary fa9ade. 

2. Detailed information about the contexts of the districts, the Bessemer/Minnequa 
Heights District in particular, is lacking. The same statement of significance and 
history is neither adequate nor appropriate for the entire broad-range district 
proposed. The two neighborhoods are distinct, and I cannot see how the two can 
be incorporated into one district. 

3 . Information included in each form in the statement of significance repeatedly 
refers to what should be important facts about the property or district as "probably 
due to" or "could be because." Was there not proper research to detennine if 
something that affects the significance is a fact, and not speculation? 

4. For the time that the consultant had to prepare the forms, including the delays in 
getting us the forms, the work presented appears hastily prepared, and not enough 
time was spent to properly conduct an inventory of each property, and to form 
substantial contexts for the districts in question. Determination of eligibility of a 
property is arbitrary and subjective, as is the case with stuccoed properties, and 
the age of the property. 

It is therefore my recommendation that the forms be revised by the consultant to 
provide adequate information to determine potential districts and important site that 
lie within the APE. I do not believe that as the forms are prepared currently, they 
could not be used to adequately determine what properties in the APE are eligible and 



important to our history. I will follow up with a list of specific property forms I have 
issues with. 

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to review this work. 

Weston Burrer 
Director 
Pueblo County Historical Society 
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September 18, 2007 

Hello Wade, 

I have reviewed all of the site forms in boxes 1 & 2. This includes the proposed districts 
of both Mineral Palace and Goat Hill. A few of the sites were missing from the disc and 
were therefore not re-evaluated. 

In most cases, I would agree with the evaluations performed by the agency for the 
Colorado Historical Society-Office of Archaeology Historic Preservation. There are some 
notable exceptions which I have coded accordingly. Some properties my warrant a 
physical inspection or further research to determine whether or not they in fact may be 
eligible for either NRHP or Local designation. 

The areas along the I-25 corridor retain very little or none of its original historic fabric. 
Many of the houses in these areas are small modest dwellings which have been altered 
and substantial architectural and historic integrity has been lost. Its unfortunate that 
almost without exception, many of the structures have been re-muddled with the 
replacement of windows, roofs, additions and stucco sheathing over brick and wood 
siding. While a number of houses exist that were originally constructed in the late 19th 
or early 20th century, many lack any identifiable architectural style. 

According to the agencies evaluation, the age of many of the properties, indicate a 
construction date of 1900. This is probably based on the age reported by the Pueblo 
County Assorts office and is without doubt inaccurate. I did not indicate the discrepancy 
on the matrix unless the property was in question regarding its eligibility for either Local 
or NRHP designation. 

If you have any questions regarding my review or need further help on this matter, please 
do not hesitate to contact me. I am sorry I did not get further along in the review, but 
time did not permit. Thanks for letting me help with this project, it has been most 
interesting. 

Regards, 

Kermit Clay 
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STATE OF COLORADO 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

October 8, 2008 

Mr. Edward C. Nichols 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Colorado Historical Society 
13 00 Broadway 
Denver, CO 80203 

SUBJTCT: Eligibility Determinations for Five Historic Districts, CDOT Project IM 0251-156, I-25, 
New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Nichols: 

This letter and the enclosed materials constitute the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and 
Colorado Department of Transportation's (CDOT)'s request for concurrence on Eligibility 
Determinations for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) referenced above. The purpose of the EIS 
is to determine potential environmental impacts for proposed capacity improvements along an eight mile 
segment ofl-25 in Pueblo between the interchanges at Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) and 29th Street 
(milepost 102). We previously consulted with your office regarding the Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
and survey methodology in a series of meetings in 2002 and 2003, and via correspondence in September 
2004. In July 2007 we submitted eligibility determinations for your review and in June 2008 FHWA and 
CDOT met with your staff and the consulting parties to discuss assorted historic properties issues. This 
submittal includes eligibility determinations for five proposed historic districts along the project corridor. 

Eligibility Determinations 
CDOT has identified five proposed neighborhood historic districts that are recommended eligible to the 
National Register of Historic Places: the North Side Neighborhood (5PE5517), Second Ward (5PE5518), 
Grove (5PE5519), Blocks (5PE5520), and Steelworks Suburb (5PE5523). Please see the attached 
management data forms for more information about the district potential of these resources. 

Several of the proposed districts were identified with different names and boundaries in previous 
consultation, but additional research and fieldwork assisted CDOT in making the revised determinations 
provided in this submittal. In the July 2007 consultation, CDOT identified three proposed districts: the 
Mineral Palace Park Neighborhood (now the North Side Neighborhood district), the Goat Hill 
Neighborhood (now the Second Ward district), and the Bessemer/Lake Minnequa Neighborhood (now 
part of the larger Steelworks Suburb district). CDOT also described several neighborhoods in the survey 
report in July 2007 that were not identified as districts but are now recommended as proposed districts 
(the Grove and Blocks Neighborhoods) or are part of a larger proposed district (East Mesa and Minnequa 
Heights Neighborhoods). 

We request your concurrence with determinations of eligibility and proposed boundaries for these five 
districts. Your response is necessary for the Federal Highway Administration's compliance with Section 



Mr. Nichols 
October 8, 2008 
Page2 

106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's 
regulations. 

We have sent this same submittal to the City of Pueblo Planning Office and will provide a copy of their 
response once we receive it. As you know, the City of Pueblo has agreed to facilitate the review of these 
materials with the other Section 106 consulting parties for this project. 

Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. If you require additional information, 
please contact COOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303) 512-4258. 

Very truly yours, 

-Qn~=-
~ Brad Beckham, Manager 

pu--Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: 
Management Data Forms for 5PE5517, 5PE5518, 5PE5519, 5PE5520, 5PE5523 
Map of potential districts 
Photos of Grove Neighborhood 

cc: David Miller, CDOT Region 2 
Dick Annand/Judy DeHaven, CDOT Region 2 Env. 
Chris Hom, FHWA 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

October 8, 2008 

Mr. Wade Broadhead 
Historic Preservation Commission 
Dept. of Community Development 
City of Pueblo 
211 East D Street 
Pueblo, CO 81003 

STATE OF COLORADO 

SUBJTCT: Eligibility Determinations for Five Historic Districts, COOT Project IM 0251-156, I-25, 
New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Broadhead: 

This letter and the enclosed materials constitute the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and 
Colorado Department of Transportation's (CDOT)'s request for comments on Eligibility Determinations 
for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) referenced above. The purpose of the EIS is to determine 
potential environmental impacts for proposed capacity improvements along an eight mile segment of 1-25 
in Pueblo between the interchanges at Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) and 291

h Street (milepost 102). We 
previously consulted with your organization regarding the Area of Potential Effects (APE) and survey 
methodology for this undertaking in a series of meetings in 2002 and 2003. In July 2007 we submitted 
eligibility determinations for your review and in June 2008 FHWA and COOT met with staff from the 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the consulting parties to discuss assorted historic 
properties issues. This submittal includes eligibility determinations for five proposed historic districts 
along the project corridor. 

Eligibility Determinations 
CDOT has identified five proposed neighborhood historic districts that are recommended eligible to the 
National Register of Historic Places: the North Side Neighborhood (5PE5517), Second Ward (5PE5518), 
Grove (5PE5519), Blocks (5PE5520), and Steelworks Suburb (5PE5523). Please see the attached 
management data forms for more information about the district potential of these resources. 

Several of the proposed districts were identified with different names and boundaries in previous 
consultation, but additional research and fieldwork assisted COOT in making the revised determinations 
provided in this submittal. In the July 2007 consultation, COOT identified three proposed districts: the 
Mineral Palace Park Neighborhood (now the North Side Neighborhood district), the Goat Hill 
Neighborhood (now the Second Ward district), and the Bessemer/Lake Minnequa Neighborhood (now 
part of the larger Steelworks Suburb district). COOT also described several neighborhoods in the survey 
report in July 2007 that were not identified as districts but are now recommended as proposed districts 
(the Grove and Blocks Neighborhoods) or are part of a larger proposed district (East Mesa and Minnequa 
Heights Neighborhoods). 



Mr. Broadhead 
October 8, 2008 
Page2 

As a local preservation organization with an interest in these historic resources, we welcome your 
comments regarding our determinations of eligibility. It is our understanding that your office will 
facilitate the review of these materials with the other Section 106 consulting parties for this project. We 
have enclosed an additional set of site forms, map, and photos for distribution to the other consulting 
parties. We appreciate your efforts in this regard. Your response is necessary for the Federal Highway 
Administration' s compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation's regulations. 

We have sent this same submittal to the SHPO for review. Thank you in advance for your prompt 
attention to this matter. If you require additional information, please contact CDOT Senior Staff 
Historian Lisa Schoch at (303) 512-4258. 

Brad Beckham, Manager 
Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: 
Management Data Forms for 5PE5517, 5PE5518, 5PE5519, 5PE5520, 5PE5523 (2 sets) 
Map of potential districts (2 copies) 
Photos of Grove Neighborhood (2 copies) 

cc: David Miller, CDOT Region 2 
Dick Annand/Judy DeHaven, CDOT Region 2 Env. 
Chris Hom, FHWA 



l~i OFFICE of ARCHAEOLOGY and HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

October 27, 2008 

Brad Beckham 
Manager, Environmental Programs Branch 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
Environmental Programs Branch 
420 I East Arkansas A venue 
Denver, CO 80222 

Re: COOT Project IM 025 1-156; I-25 Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement; Determinations 
of El igi bil ity. (CHS #44 7 46) 

-
Dear Mr. Beckham, 

Thank you for your correspondence dated and received on October 8, 2008 and for the additional 
information received by email on October 24, 2008 regarding the consultation of the above-mentioned 
project under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106). 

After rev iew of the provided additional information, we concur with the recommended finding of 
potentially e lig ible and boundaries for the National Register of Historic Places for the resources listed 
below. 

• 5PE.55 I 7; North Side Neighborhood Historic District 
• 5PE.55 I 8; Second Ward Historic District. Under Item 10 of the Management Data Form, 

information is provided on why the Goat Hill neighborhood, located south of I st Street, is not 
included in Second Ward Historic District. Was the Goat Hill neighborhood evaluated as a 
separate potential historic district? 

• 5PE.5520; The Blocks Historic District. 
• 5PE.5523; Steelworks Suburbs Historic District. 
• 5PE.55 I 9; The Grove Historic District. 

We request being involved in the consultation process with the local government, wh ich as stipulated in 
36 CFR 800.3 is required to be notified of the undertaking, and with other consulting parties. Additional 
information provided by the local government or consu lting parties might cause our office to re-evaluate 
our e ligibility and potentia l effect findings. 

Please note that our compliance letter does not end the 30-day review period provided to other consulting 
parties. If we may be of further assistance, please contact Amy Pallante, our Section 106 Compliance 
Manager, at (303) 866-4678. 

Sincerely, . 

4.,_/4~ 
d-Edward C. N ichols 
~'\J State Historic Preservation Officer 

COLORADO HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

1300 BROADWAY D E NV E R COLORADO 80203 TEL 303/866-3395 FAX 303/866-271 l www.coloradohistory-oahp org 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

November 13, 2008 

Mr. Edward C. Nichols 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Colorado Historical Society 
1300 Broadway 
Denver, CO 80203 

STATE OF COLORADO 

~ --~ll'!""oF r~AN$PORTATIOO 

SUBJECT: Determinations of Eligibility for Archaeological Sites, CDOT Project IM 0251-156, New 
Pueblo Freeway EIS, Pueblo County 

Dear Mr. Nichols: 

Enclosed for your review is the archaeological resources survey report and associated site forms for the 
project referenced above. The Federal Highway Administration and Colorado Department of Transportation 
(COOT) are preparing an Environmental Impact Statement to address potential social, economic and 
environmental impacts resulting from improvements to approximately seven miles oflnterstate 25 through the 
City of Pueblo. Proposed modifications will include highway widening, realignment of dangerous curves, 
improved access at entrance and exit ramps, and other improvements to expedite the flow of traffic. 
Archaeologists with consulting firms WCRM and CH2MHill, under contract to CDOT, conducted a survey 
of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) between 2003 and 2005, undertook test excavations at a small sample 
of sites, and authored the report. As noted in the report, the APE was established in coordination with your 
office and several local consulting parties, and documentation to that effect is in your files. 

The survey resulted in the documentation of 127 historic archaeological sites, the majority of which consist of 
vacant lots exhibiting varying degrees of visible archaeological evidence, subsurface potential, and/or 
associated archival data. Eight sites selected at random were subjected to test excavations, of which five 
were evaluated as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Eighty-six (86) sites are 
assessed as needing additional data prior to completing a final NRHP evaluation, and 36 sites are 
recommended not eligible. As noted in the report, the large number of "need data" localities is a result of 
lack of permission to access most of the private properties within the APE, and therefore having to complete 
archaeological assessments from property boundaries (coupled with available archival information). 

A copy of the report and site forms has been provided to Wade Broadhead at the City of Pueblo, who has 
agreed to facilitate review of the materials by the local consulting parties (including the City Planning Office, 
Pueblo Historic Preservation Commission and Bessemer Historical Society). We will forward any comments 
received from the consulting parties to you when received. 

We request your concurrence with our determinations of eligibility as outlined above and in the enclosed 
documents. An atlas consisting of aerial photos of the APE that show the location of each site is also 
enclosed to facilitate your review. Please note, however, that the atlas is provided as a general finding aid 
and should not be utilized to infer effects to archaeological resources; a formal effects finding will be 
submitted to you at a later date. If you have questions about this submittal please contact CDOT Senior 
Staff Archaeologist Dan Jepson at (303)757-9631, or via Email at daniel.jepson:d.dot.state.co.us. 

Enclosures 



Historic Preservation Commission 
211 East D Street 
Pueblo, CO 81003 

719-553-2259 (Phone) 
719-553-2359 (Fax) 
719-553-2611 (TTY) 
www.pueblo.us 

November 24, 2008 

Susan Pelto, Chair 
Donna Alber 

Deborah Espinosa 
Tanya Jones 

Mark Mihelich 
Kerrelyn Trent 

Gary L. Trujillo 

From: Wade Broadhead, Land Use Planner and Mark Mihelich, Chair Historic Preservation 
Commission 
Through: Jerry Pacheco, Director of Planning and Community Development 

Mr. Brad Beckham 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 E. Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, CO 80222 

Dear Mr. Beckham: 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide consultation on the proposed potential historic 
districts your consultant documented as part of the New Pueblo Freeway project in accordance with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. City of Pueblo staff attempted to coordinate a 
response between Historic Pueblo, Inc., The Bessemer Historical Society, and Pueblo County 
Historical Society. We were not able to get a thorough review by as many parties as we did with the 
first batch of site forms, however most people felt the work was generally of a much higher standard 
that it didn't warrant extensive review by numerous volunteers. We feel that the consultants captured 
most of the social history and now have the approximate boundaries of each "neighborhood" as well as 
the major overriding themes of each. Staff and the Chair of the HPC did review the forms and 
identified a few areas of concern. 

1) Goat Hill: We acknowledge that Goat Hill is the most problematic area in the survey corridor. 
We felt that your consultant did a good job discovering the history of the landform, but may not 
have divided it correctly. I think the Second Ward form is very good, and identifies that there 
is an older, different area of significance north of 1st Street. The paragraph that talks about the 
"Goat Hill" area as being ineligible is probably correct. However, we would probably prefer to 
see a separate form with the history, pictures, and then the same statement of "insignificance" 
documented on the Second Ward forms. Just because Goat Hill is probably not architecturally 
significant doesn't mean we shouldn't identify it as a separate neighborhood, and just say that it 
no longer conveys its original significance due to alterations. Extend the Goat Hill Boundary to 
Clearance Road, and perhaps mention some of the neighborhood that used to be there before 
the flood of 1921, and the separation by the highway in the 1950s. 

The programs and services of the City of Pueblo are accessible to people with disabilities. For accessibility information 
contact the Planning & Land Use Administration Departments at 719-553-2359 (TTY users - 719-553-261 !). 

The City of Pueblo is an Equal Opportunity Employer. 



2) Steelworks Suburb. One reviewer noted that the Greek Orthodox Church was built in 1907 
not 1927. I think you are thinking about St. Paul's Russian 01thodox, which moved circa 1923. 

2b) The boundary of the district is problematic. We understand the intent and we agree that the 
mill functions as the pivotal point of the district, but you could also say that major portions of 
the town are associated with that district as well. As drawn, the district does not convey a 
unified period or history nor do they incorporate the great sub-neighborhood diversity the HPC 
would probably want to landmark at some point. I would advocate for a Bessemer District, and 
then an East Mesa district as it actually has a quite different time frame and evolution in many 
ways (post Flood boom and 1940s boom). We feel the large boundary compresses too much 
history into one large district that fails to convey the original significance and may make later 
smaller district nominations problematic. 

2c) Under early building types, you fail to mention that Queen Anne, and especially Queen Anne 
cottages, are the predominate building stock in much of the older parts of Bessemer. 

2d) Additional information of how the district was platted, and built out (i.e. Minnequa Town 
Company) here would be helpful. 

2e) The integrity of the area is suspect. There should be a much more detailed statement about the 
integrity of the homes in the district. We notice that there are great blocks here and there but 
differed maintenance, vacant homes, and the pervasive stucco alterations have greatly reduced 
the integrity of the area as a whole, making surviving pockets that much more significant. As 
much as I love, respect, and appreciate the history of Bessemer, large pockets no longer 
convey the feeling of a Steelworks Suburb in the stated period of significance from a NRHP 
perspective. 

2f) The architecture and housing section is a bit weak and uninformed. The majority of the houses 
do have a style, and the author could even go as far as naming vernacular styles present in the 
study area if he/she could not identify a style. Norman cottages are very rare in the Steelworks 
area, although craftsmen bungalows are common. The 1880s-1930 building boom should be 
discussed and identified in greater detail. The pre-l 930s building boom may help refine 
district boundaries. Mentioning some items about the styles, locations, and association with 
time frames when the mill was booming versus busting would be helpful. 

2g) The discussion of ethnicity is a little weak, since it is probably the basis for much of the 
significance of the residential area near the steel mill. 

2h) What is the status of the Mill? Our commission is very worried about the sudden loss of 
crucial structures at the mill and how the mill will function in this historic district. 

3) Blocks- Corona Park would be a better historic name for the "historic district''. The Blocks is 
probably a better name for the current, living neighborhood. 

3b) Corona Park has a great history and a very intentional design by Palmer, who hired John 
Blair, an early landscape artist from Chicago, to lay out the pattern in a fashion based off of 
Riverside in Chicago (Riverside is now named as a seminal piece of subdivision work shown 
in all planning books). The layout of the area is absolutely crucial to understanding its 
significance and meaning. The words "Corona Park" were cast in concrete and placed on the 
bluff slope under 229 Midway, and feature prominently on all 1930s photos of Mesa 
Junction/Blocks. Corona Park has a very interesting history associated with Palmer and his 
vision for South Pueblo, I'm not sure the history captured all that makes the area significant. 

4) Grove- Discussion of the impact of the Alpha Beta packing plant is absent, otherwise I agree 
with most of the statements. The one comment about resettling in the same location after the 
flood is a little off base from our records. I've found that many people relocated to the northern 
portion of the East Mesa neighborhood after the flood, as well as other parts of Bessemer, the 
Russian Orthodox Church and congregation being a prime example. 



We will be happy to provide any frniher information or discus any of the above-mentioned 
items during the consultation process. 

Sinc,~ely, /J /;I/ 
/ .. ··i;/LLRJ 
Wade Broadhead 
Planner 
City of Pueblo 
719-553-2248 



E<i:~ OFFICE of ARCHAEOLOGY and HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

December 5, 2008 

Brad Beckham, Manager 
Environmental Programs Branch 
Department of Transportation 
4201 E. Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 

Re: Determinations of Eligibility for Archaeological Sites, COOT Project L'vI 0251-156, New 
Pueblo Freeway EIS, Pueblo County (CHS #43967) 

Dear Mr. Beckham, 

Thank you for your correspondence dated and received by our office on C\Jovcmber 13, 2008 
regarding the subject project. Following our review of the inventoty report and 
accompanying site forms, we offer the following comments: 

We concur with your determination that 5PE5408, SPE5431, SPE5458, 5PE5467, and 
5PE5483 are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

\'Ve concur v.~th your determination that a finding of need data is appropriate for the 
following 86 sites: 5PE5395, 5PE5397, SPE5398, SPE5399, SPE5401, SPE5402, 5PE5403, 
SPE5404, SPE5405, SPE5407, SPE5409, SPE5410, SPE5415, SPE5416, SPE5417, 
SPE5418, SPE5419, SPE5420, SPE5421, SPE5422, SPE5423, SPE5424, SPE5425, 
5PE5426, SPE5427, SPE5428, SPE5429, 5PE5430, 5PE5433, 5PE5435, SPE5437, 
5PE5438, 5PE5439, 5PE5442, SPE5446, 5PE5447, 5PE5449, 5PE5450, 5PE5451, 
SPE5452, SPE5453, SPE5455, SPE5460, 5PE5461, SPE5463, SPE5464, 5PE5466, 
5PE5468, 5PE5469, SPE5470, SPE5471, SPE5472, SPE5474, SPE5475, SPE5476, 
5PE5477, SPE5478, SPE5479, 5PE5480, SPE5481, SPE5484, SPE5485, 5PE5486, 
SPE5487, SPE5488, SPE5489, SPE5491, SPE5493, SPE5495, 5PE5496, SPE5497, 
5PE5499, SPE5502, SPE5503, SPE5504, SPESSOS, 5PE5506, 5PE5507, SPE5508, 
5PE5509, SPE5510, SPE5511, SPE5513, 5PE5514, SPE5515, and SPE5516. 

We concur with your determination that the following sites arc not eligible for the NRHP: 
SPEl 770, SPE5307, SPE5400, and SPE5492. 

We concur v.~th your determination that sites 5PE5434, SPE5436, SPE5473, and 5PE5500 -
recorded from the street - are not eligible for the NRHP, due to the fact that they have been 
entirely paved over with asphalt. However, it is possible that unidentified archaeological 
resources may be discovered beneath the asphalt that currently covers these properties. If this 

COLORADO HISTORICAL S 

1300 BROAIJWAY DcNVER COLORADO 80203 TEL 303/866-3395 FAX 303/866-2711 www.coloradohistory-oahp.org 



occurs, work must be interrupted until the resources have been evaluated in terms of the 
National Register of Historic Places eligibility criteria (36 CFR 60.4) in consultation "~th our 
office. 

Our understanding is that for the historic architectural resources located "~thin potential 
historic districts, CDOT has deferred making a recommendation regarding whether they are 
"contributing" or "non-contributing" to the districts until a final right-of-way (RO\'V) 
alternative has been selected. Our office recommends that the same process be employed 
for these historical archaeological resources. J\s such, we do not concur that all vacant 
urban lots may be considered non-contributing elements of the potentially eligible districts. 
It remains unknown whether any cultural remains located at these lots may "convey the 
sigruficant qualities of the districts" by providing information important to history. 

It would greatly facilitate our review of this project if you could please provide a table or 
other documentation (maps may be helpful) that groups these properties according to the 
potential historic districts within which they are located. 

We do not concur with your determination that 5PE5305 (Chencho/Chehcho Shrine) is 
not eligible for the NRHP. Our office recomn'lends that additional historic archival and/ or 
ethnographic research be conducted to determine the origin of this site, and/ or the original 
or present use of this site. Our office recommends that a finding of need data is 
appropriate for this site until additional research can be completed. 

We do not concur with your determination that the following 27 sites are not eligible for 
the NRHP: 5PE5088, 5PE5396, 5PE5406, 5PE5411, SPE5412, 5PE5413, 5PE5414, 
5PE5432, 5PE5440, 5PE5441, 5PE5443, 5PE5444, 5PE5445, 5PE5448, 5PE5454, 
5PE5456, 5PE5457, 5PE5459, 5PE5462, 5PE5465, 5PE5482, 5PE5490, 5PE5494, 
5PE5498, 5PE5501, 5PE5512, and 5PE5581. These sites were not intensively inventoried, 
but rather "observed from the perimeter of the site." Our office recommends that a finding 
of need data is appropriate for these sites until adequate inventory can be completed. 

Our office recognizes the difficulty in obtaining private property access in an urban 
environment, especially for a project of this magnitude. In addition, as discussed in Section 
3.6.2 of the inventory report, our office acknowledges the efforts that were made to assess 
archaeological potential for all vacant lots. However, in light of the results obtained from 
those sites that were intensively inventoried and/ or tested, we feel that the "system [that] was 
developed to forecast the locations of intact cultural deposits" may not have been adequate. 
The system to which we refer is discussed in Section 3.6.2, on page 3-7 of the inventory 
report: 

"The system includes three levels of potential for archaeological remains: good, fair, 
and low. Good potential was assigned to those sites that had visible evidence of 
artifacts or features as observed from the off-site viewing point, as well as evidence 
of previous use on the Sanborn Fire Insurance maps and/ or in the city directories. 
Sites determined to be of fair potential had no visual evidence of cultural materials or 
features, but did have indicators of previous occupancy from archival sources or had 
visual evidence of archaeological deposits and no archival documentation. Sites with 
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low potential had neither the observable evidence on the ground not archival 
evidence of previous occupation. Sites with low potential for archaeological deposits 
have been recommended as not eligible for the NRHP ... " 

Our concern is that of the eight sites that were test excavated, five were determined to be 
eligible for the NRHP. 1bis indicates the possibility that intensive inventory and/ or testing 
may be likely to reveal (buried) cultural deposits, which may render a seemingly vacant lot 
eligible for the NRHP under criterion D, and possibly under criteria A or B. These potential 
deposits may not always be depicted on the Sanborn Fire Insurance maps or in the city 
directories (e.g., middens), but still be able to yield information important in history or 
prehistory. 

Additionally, we observe that the historical archaeological survey was limited to vacant lots 
and open lands, not including yards surrounding standing structures. 

Our office suggests that CDOT consider a "Phased identification and evaluation" approach 
per 36 CFR 800.4(b)(2) which states, 

"\1(/here alternatives under consideration consist of corridors or large land areas, or 
were access to properties is restricted, the agency official may use a phased process 
to conduct identification and evaluation efforts .... The process should establish the 
likely presence of historic properties within the area of potential effects for each 
alternative or inaccessible area through background research, consultation and an 
appropriate level of field investigation, taking into account the number of 
alternatives under consideration, the magnitude of the undertaking and its likely 
effects, and the views of the SHPO /THPO and any other consulting parties. As 
specific aspects or locations of an alternative are refined or access is gained, the 
agency official shall proceed with the identification and evaluation of historic 
properties in accordance with paragraphs (b)(l) and (c) of this section." 

While we acknowledge that this identification effort began years ago, and proceeded in 
several stages as described in the report, it is not complete at this time. We look forward to 
additional consultation regarding future identification and evaluation of historical 
archaeological properties within the area of potential effects. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. \){/ e look forward to receiving responses to the 
above comments and to additional consultation for the proposed project. If we may be of 
further assistance please contact Shina du Vall, Section 106 Compliance Manager, at (303) 866-
4674 or shina.duvall@chs.state.co.us. 

Sincerely, 

Edward C. Nichols 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
ECN/SAD 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

March 3, 2009 

Mr. Edward C. Nichols 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Colorado Historical Society 
1300 Broadway 
Denver, CO 80203 

STATE OF COLORADO 

SUBJECT: Additional Eligibility Determinations (Historic Resources), CDOT Project IM 0251-156, 
New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement (CHS #44746) 

Dear Mr. Nichols: 

This letter and enclosed materials constitute an additional request for concurrence on Eligibility 
Determinations for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) referenced above. As you will recall, the 
EIS will be used to determine potential environmental impacts for proposed capacity improvements along 
an eight mile segment ofl-25 in Pueblo between the interchanges at Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) and 
29th Street (milepost 102). 

Previous Consultation 
We previously consulted with your office regarding the Area of Potential Effects (APE) and survey 
methodology in a series of meetings in 2002 and 2003, and via correspondence in September 2004. In 
July 2007 we submitted eligibility determinations for your review and in June 2008 FHW A and COOT 
met with your staff and the consulting parties to discuss assorted historic properties issues. In October 
2008, we consulted with you and the consulting parties regarding the eligibility of five proposed 
neighborhood districts within the project APE. This submittal includes the following elements: 

1) Eligibility determinations for 88 properties that were re-surveyed 
2) Evaluation of district potential for the Goat Hill Neighborhood 
3) Revised Architectural Resources Survey Report 
4) Site forms for three properties that are within the project APE but were not included in the 2007 

eligibility determination consultation. 
5) Management Data Forms for the proposed districts and neighborhoods 
6) Electronic copy of a spreadsheet of the resurveyed properties for your use during review (sent via 

email) 

Eligibility Determinations 
Resurveyed Properties: The 88 properties were initially evaluated in 2005 and submitted to your office 
with eligibility determinations in 2007. These properties were resurveyed as part of a revised survey 
methodology that is described in more detail on page 2-3 of the attached survey report. Of the 88 
properties, twenty-two are located in the Grove Neighborhood, five are within the proposed Grove 
historic district boundary, and sixty-five are within the proposed Steelworks Suburbs Neighborhood 
District (5PE5523). Two of the 88 properties-5PE4710 and 5PE5050- were found to be individually 
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eligible and are located in the Grove Neighborhood. Please see the enclosed site forms for CDOT's 
determinations of eligibility for these properties. 

As a point of clarification, sixteen of the resurveyed properties were found to be individually not eligible 
in the 2007 consultation with your office but they are being resubmitted because they are now within the 
Steelworks Suburb Historic District and we are requesting concurrence on their contributing/non­
contributing status. These properties are: 5PE4735, 5PE4739, 5PE4740, 5PE4741, 5PE4742, 5PE4743, 
5PE4745,5PE4752,5PE4753,5PE4767,5PE4768, 5PE4774,5PE4883,5PE4890,5PE4891, and 
5PE4892. 

Goat Hill Neighborhood (5PE6893) 
During the October 2008 consultation regarding the proposed historic districts, your staff asked for more 
information about the district potential of the Goat Hill neighborhood. CDOT subsequently evaluated 
Goat Hill, assigned it a separate number, and documented it on a management data form. The survey 
report was also revised to include historical background information about Goat Hill. Additional 
historical research was conducted, a boundary was established for the Goat Hill neighborhood, and a 
reconnaissance-level field survey (including updated photographs of every residential property within the 
Goat Hill neighborhood boundary) was completed. Per the revised survey methodology for this project, 
the properties within the Goat Hill neighborhood are being treated as eligible for the purposes of Section 
106; however, it is CDOT's assertion that these properties can be treated as individually eligible as part of 
this methodology, but that the overall neighborhood can still lack district potential. Based on the 
additional research and field survey, it was determined that the Goat Hill neighborhood may have 
significance but lacks integrity, and does not have historic district potential. Please see the enclosed 
management data form and the survey report for more information about the analysis of the Goat Hill 
neighborhood. 

Additional Properties 
This submittal also includes two newly-recorded resources that were not included in the 2007 eligibility 
consultation: the Colorado Fuel & Iron Plant Site (5PE5138) and a segment of the Colorado & Wyoming 
Railroad (5PE5139). The Santa Fe Avenue Bridge (5PE3938), which was evaluated as eligible in the 
2000 Statewide Historic Bridge Inventory, is also within the project APE. We have included a copy of 
the bridge site form for your convenience, but are not requesting your concurrence since the resource has 
already been determined officially eligible. 

We have sent this information to the City of Pueblo Planning Office and will provide a copy of their 
response once we receive it. As you know, the City of Pueblo has agreed to facilitate the review of these 
materials with the other Section 106 consulting parties for this project. 

We request your concurrence with the determinations of eligibility provided in the submitted materials. 
Given the size of this submittal, we are aware that the standard 30-day review time frame may not be 
sufficient. Please contact CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303)512-4258 as soon as possible 
to discuss a reasonable review period. If you require additional information, please contact Ms. Schoch. 

Very truly yours, 
.··~ /~' 

c I ) j,,r.-\._ ~---,_ ;~~_:.~--- v-~--

lt:arad Beckham, Manager 
tpt..:Environmental Programs Branch 
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Enclosures: 
Revised Architectural Resources Survey Report 
Appendix A: Management Data Forms for Proposed Historic Districts 
Appendix B: Site forms, maps and tables of Resurveyed properties 
Appendix C: Site forms, maps and tables of Combined 2005 and 2008 Survey results 

cc: David Miller, CDOT Region 2 Eng. (w/o enclosures) 
Dick Annand/Judy DeHaven, CDOT Region 2 Env. (w/o enclosures) 
Chris Hom, FHWA (w/o enclosures) 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

March 4, 2009 

Mr. Wade Broadhead 
Historic Preservation Commission 
Dept. of Community Development 
City of Pueblo 
211 East D. Street 
Pueblo, CO 81003 

STATE OF COLORADO 

SUBJECT: Additional Eligibility Determinations (Historic Resources), CDOT Project IM 0251-156, 
New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement (CHS #44746) 

Dear Mr. Broadhead: 

This letter and enclosed materials constitute an additional request for comments on Eligibility 
Determinations for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) referenced above. As you will recall, the 
EIS will be used to determine potential environmental impacts for proposed capacity improvements along 
an eight mile segment of I-25 in Pueblo between the interchanges at Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) and 
29th Street (milepost 102). 

Previous Consultation 
We previously consulted with you regarding the Area of Potential Effects (APE) and survey methodology 
in a series of meetings in 2002 and 2003. In July 2007 we submitted eligibility determinations and in 
June 2008 FHW A and CDOT met with SHPO staff and the consulting parties to discuss assorted historic 
properties issues. In October 2008, we consulted with SHPO and the consulting parties regarding the 
eligibility of five proposed neighborhood districts within the project APE. This letter includes the 
following elements: 

1) Responses to your November 2008 letter 
2) Eligibility determinations for 88 properties that were re-surveyed 
3) Evaluation of district potential for the Goat Hill Neighborhood 
4) Revised Architectural Resources Survey Report 
5) Site forms for three properties that are within the project APE but were not included in the 2007 

eligibility determination consultation. 
6) Management Data Forms for the proposed districts and neighborhoods 
7) Electronic copy of a spreadsheet of the resurveyed properties for your use during review (sent via 

email) 

Responses to Comments 
Below we address comments and suggestions from your November 2008 letter regarding Goat Hill, the 
Steelworks Suburb, the Blocks, and the Grove. 
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Goat Hill: Per your request, CDOT conducted additional research and field survey, and documented the 
Goat Hill neighborhood on a separate management data form. Please see the discussion of eligibility 
determinations below for more information. 

Steelworks Suburb: We appreciate the suggestions and additional information regarding the architecture, 
ethnic background, integrity, and proposed boundary of the Steelworks Suburb district. Your primary 
concern is that the district boundary is too large to "convey a unified period or history" and you suggested 
that the district should be divided into at least two or three smaller districts, with separate boundaries for 
the Bessemer and East Mesa neighborhoods. We believe that the current boundary is appropriate both in 
its ability to encompass the elements of the district, and for Section l 06 compliance purposes. Based on 
36 CFR 800.4, we have made a reasonable and good faith effort to research and define the Steelworks 
Suburb district and have no plans to revise the boundary at this time. We have provided your office with 
a strong foundation for additional research and field survey that might result in changes to this proposed 
boundary in the future. In addition, revising the boundary will not alter the status of the Steel Mill and its 
associated neighborhoods as identified historic properties that will be evaluated under Section l 06 for 
project-related effects. 

With regard to your question about the status of the steel mill, it is currently owned by Evraz Group S.A., 
a Russian conglomerate registered in Luxembourg. The company has been removing buildings associated 
with coke production that were just off the main entrance from Indiana A venue. CDOT does not have 
any plans at this time to re-evaluate the property's significance, and for the purposes of this project, still 
finds that it is an important part of the Steelworks Suburb historic district. 

Blocks 
At your suggestion, CDOT changed the Blocks neighborhood name to "Corona Park" in both the site 
form and the survey report. 

Grove 
We did not revise the Grove Neighborhood historic district site form to include information about the 
Alpha Beta packing plant, but recognize that it likely has an historic association with that neighborhood. 
The plant is not within the project Area of Potential Effects and was not documented during the historic 
architectural survey. 

Eligibility Determinations 
Resurveyed Properties: The 88 properties were initially evaluated in 2005 and submitted to the 
consulting parties with eligibility determinations in 2007. These properties were resurveyed as part of a 
revised survey methodology that is described in more detail on page 2-3 of the attached survey report. Of 
the 88 properties, twenty-two are located in the Grove Neighborhood, five are within the proposed Grove 
historic district boundary, and sixty-five are within the proposed Steelworks Suburbs Neighborhood 
District (5PE5523). Two of the 88 properties-5PE4710 and 5PE5050- were found to be individually 
eligible and are located in the Grove Neighborhood. Please see the enclosed site forms for CDOT's 
determinations of eligibility for these properties. 

As a point of clarification, sixteen of the resurveyed properties were found to be individually not eligible 
in the 2007 consultation with SHPO but they are being resubmitted because they are now within the 
Steelworks Suburb Historic District and we are requesting SHPO concurrence on their contributing/non­
contributing status. These properties are: SPE4735, 5PE4739, 5PE4740, 5PE4741, 5PE4742, 5PE4743, 
5PE4745,5PE4752,5PE4753,5PE4767,5PE4768, 5PE4774,5PE4883,5PE4890,5PE4891,and 
5PE4892. 
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Goat Hill Neighborhood (5PE6893) 
During the October 2008 consultation regarding the proposed historic districts, SHPO asked for more 
information about the district potential of the Goat Hill neighborhood. CDOT subsequently evaluated 
Goat Hill, assigned it a separate number, and documented it on a management data form. The survey 
report was also revised to include historical background information about Goat Hill. Additional 
historical research was conducted, a boundary was established for the Goat Hill neighborhood, and a 
reconnaissance-level field survey (including updated photographs of every residential property within the 
Goat Hill neighborhood boundary) was completed. Per the revised survey methodology for this project, 
the properties within the Goat Hill neighborhood are being treated as eligible for the purposes of Section 
106; however, it is CDOT's assertion that these properties can be treated as individually eligible as part of 
this methodology, but that the overall neighborhood can still lack district potential. Based on the 
additional research and field survey, it was determined that the Goat Hill neighborhood may have 
significance but lacks integrity, and does not have historic district potential. Please see the enclosed 
management data form and the survey report for more information about the analysis of the Goat Hill 
neighborhood. 

Additional Properties 
This submittal also includes two newly-recorded resources that were not included in the 2007 eligibility 
consultation: the Colorado Fuel & Iron Plant Site (5PE5138) and a segment of the Colorado & Wyoming 
Railroad (5PE5139). The Santa Fe Avenue Bridge (5PE3938), which was evaluated as eligible in the 
2000 Statewide Historic Bridge Inventory, is also within the project APE. We are not requesting SHPO 
concurrence since the resource has already been determined officially eligible. 

As a local preservation organization with an interest in these historic resources, we welcome your 
comments regarding our dete1minations of eligibility. Given the size of this submittal, we are aware that 
the standard 3 0-day review time frame may not be sufficient. Please contact CDOT Senior Staff 
Historian Lisa Schoch at (303)512-4258 as soon as possible if you believe you will need additional time. 

Very truly yours, 

~---- ~ -- . . ::---

F
~-----.- -

Brad Beckham, Manager 
Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: 
Revised Architectural Resources Survey Report 
Appendix A: Management Data Forms for Proposed Historic Districts 
Appendix B: Site forms, maps and tables of Resurveyed properties 
Appendix C: Site forms, maps and tables of Combined 2005 and 2008 Survey results 

cc: David Miller, CDOT Region 2 Eng. (w/o enclosures) 
Dick Annand/Judy DeHaven, CDOT Region 2 Env. (w/o enclosures) 
Chris Hom, FHWA (w/o enclosures) 





DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

April 13, 2009 

Mr. Edward C . Nichols 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Colorado Historical Society 
1300 Broadway 
Denver, CO 80203 

STATE OF COLORADO 

SUBJECT: Additional Information, Colorado Fuel & Iron Plant Site (5PE5138), CDOT Project IM 
0251-156, I-25, New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Nichols: 

On March 3, 2009, CDOT submitted for your review additional eligibility determinations for the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) referenced above. Among the materials submitted was the site 
form for the Colorado Fuel & Iron Plant Site (5PE5138). The plant is a contributing feature of the larger 
Steelworks Suburb Historic District (5PE5523), which your staff agreed is potentially eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places. The district's period of significance is from 1881 to 1945, whereas 
the period of significance for the individual plant extends from its construction in 1880 to 1959, when the 
plant's growth reached its zenith and began to decline. Because the neighborhoods in the Steelworks 
Suburb are so closely tied to the history of the plant, and the periods of significance for the district and the 
plant overlap, COOT has determined that the plant should be evaluated as a contributing element of the 
proposed district and not as an individually eligible resource, and that the period of significance for the 
overall Steelworks Suburb district should be expanded to include the years from 1880 to 1959. CDOT 
proposes to retire the individual site number for the plant, and asks that you attach the individual site form 
for the plant to the site form for the Steelworks Suburb district (5PE5523) for informational purposes. 

We request your concurrence with the eligibility determination for the Colorado Fuel & Iron Plant site. 
We have sent this information to the City of Pueblo Planning Office; we will provide a copy of the City's 
response to you when received. 

Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. Because this information has a bearing on 
the ongoing review of 88 additional eligibility determinations presently in your possession, we are 
requesting your comments on or before the extended review deadline of May 1, 2009. If you require 
additional information, please contact COOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303) 512-4258. 

~~ tru~y ~urs, 

C'~-~-~ 
br~anager 
f~ ,_Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: 

cc: David Miller, CDOT Region 2 
Dick Annand/Judy DeHaven, CDOT Region 2 Env. 
Chris Hom, FHWA 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

April 13, 2009 

Mr. Wade Broadhead 
Historic Preservation Commission 
Dept. of Community Development 
City of Pueblo 
211 East D . Street 
Pueblo, CO 81003 

STATE OF COLORADO 

l!iWOT! 
-~ -DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

SUBJECT: Additional Information, Colorado Fuel & Iron Plant Site (5PE5138), CDOT Project IM 
0251-156, I-25, New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Broadhead: 

On March 4, 2009, CDOT submitted for your review additional eligibility determinations for the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) referenced above. Among the materials submitted was the site 
fonn for the Colorado Fuel & Iron Plant Site ( 5PE513 8). The plant is a contributing feature of the larger 
Steelworks Suburb Historic District (5PE5523), which your staff agreed is potentially eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places. The district's period of significance is from 188·1 to 1945, whereas 
the period of significance for the individual plant extends from its construction in 1880 to 1959, when the 
plant's growth reached its zenith and began to decline. Because the neighborhoods in the Steelworks 
Suburb are so closely tied to the history of the plant, and the periods of significance for the district and the 
plant overlap, CDOT has determined that the plant should be evaluated as a contributing element of the 
proposed district and not as an individually eligible resource, and that the period of significance for the 
overall Steelworks Suburb district should be expanded to include the years from 1880 to 1959. COOT 
proposes to retire the individual site number for the plant, and asks that you attach the individual site form 
for the plant to the site form for the Steelworks Suburb district (5PE5523) for informational purposes. 

We request your comments on the eligibility determination for the Colorado Fuel & Iron Plant site. We 
have sent this information to the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) for compliance purposes. 

Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. Because this information has a bearing on 
the ongoing review of 88 additional eligibility determinations presently in your possession, we are 
requesting your comments on or before the extended review deadline of May 8, 2009. If you require 
additional information, please contact COOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303) 512-4258. 

Enclosures: 

cc: David Miller, CDOT Region 2 
Dick Annand/Judy DeHaven, CDOT Region 2 Env. 
Chris Hom, FHW A 



g<f~ OFFICE of ARCHAEOLOGY and HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

April 15, 2009 

Brad Beckham 
Manager, E nvironmental Programs Branch 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas A venue 
Denver, CO 80222 

Re: Additional Eligibility Determinations, CDOT Project IM 0251-156, New Pueblo Freeway 
E nvironmental Impact Statement (CHS # 44746) 

Dear Mr. Beckham, 

Thank you for your correspondence dated March 3, 2009 and received by our office on March 5, 
2009 regarding the consultation of the above-mentioned project under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (Section 106). 

After review of the provided information, we concur with the recommended determinations of 
National Register eligibility for the surveyed properties. We concur that Colorado Fuel & Iron Plant 
Site/ 5PE.5138 should be included as a contributing element within the National Register-eligible 
Steelworks Suburb Historic District/ 5PE.5523. 

If unidentified archaeological resources are discovered during construction, work must be 
interrupted until the resources have been evaluated in terms of the National Register criteria, 36 
CRF 60.4, in consultation with this office. 

We request being involved in the consultation process with the local government, which as 
stipulated in 36 CFR 800.3 is required to be notified of the undertaking, and with other consulting 
parties. Additional information provided by the local government or consulting parties might cause 
our office to re-evaluate our eligibility and potential effect findings. 

Please note that our compliance letter does not end the 30-day review period provided to other 
consulting parties. If we may be of further assistance, please contact Amy Pallante, our Section 106 
Compliance Coordinator, at (303) 866-4678. 

Sincerely, 

-/tJo U.C-
n __ E dward C. Nichols 
V State Historic Preservation Officer 

COLORADO HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

1300 BROADW AY DE NV ER CO L ORADO 80203 TEL 303/ 866-3395 FAX 303/866-27 11 www.coloradohistory-oahp.org 
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STATE OF COLORADO 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

August 7, 2009 

Mr. Edward C. Nichols 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Colorado Historical Society 
1300 Broadway 
Denver, CO 80203 

SUBJECT: Additional Eligibility Determinations (Historic Resources), COOT Project IM 0251-156, 
New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement (CHS #44746) 

Dear Mr. Nichols: 

This letter and the enclosed materials constitute a request for concurrence on additional eligibility 
determinations for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) referenced above. As you will recall, the 
EIS will be used to determine potential environmental impacts of proposed capacity improvements along 
an eight-mile segment ofl-25 in Pueblo between the interchanges at Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) and 
29th Street (milepost 102). 

Previous Consultation 
COOT has been in consultation with your office and the consulting parties since 2004. Our most recent 
submittal in March 2009 included the revised Architectural Resources Survey Report and eligibility 
determinations for re-surveyed properties and districts. This submittal contains the following items: 

l) Revised Area of Potential Effects (APE) map showing changes to the boundary 
2) Eligibility determinations and associated architectural inventory forms for ·1 0 newly-recorded 

properties 
3) Re-evaluation forms for three previously-recorded properties 
4) Response to City of Pueblo comments regarding eligibility of King Taco (5PE4958) 

Area of Potential Effects Revisions 
In April 2009, COOT met with Amy Pallante of your staff to discuss new information about impacts to 
properties outside the existing APE boundary and to propose a methodology for how to assess those 
properties as part of the Section l 06 process. During the meeting Ms. Pallante was in agreement with the 
APE changes and the proposed approach to identification of resources. The enclosed map reflects what 
was agreed upon at that meeting. A copy of the meeting minutes has also been included for your 
convenience. 

Eligibility Determinations 
Newly Docwnented Properties: Eight of the ten newly-documented properties were identified when it 
was determined that there were additional impacts outside the APE boundary. Of these, seven properties 
are within the boundary of the proposed Steelworks Suburb Historic District (5PE5523): 5PE6919, 
5PE6920, 5PE692 l , 5PE6922, 5PE6923, 5PE6924, and 5PE6925, and are evaluated as non-contributing 
features of that district. There are three newly-recorded properties that are not within districts. The 
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Speken Wrecking Company (5PE6918) and Wagner Rents building (5PE6936) are assessed as not 
eligible, and the former Newton Lumber Company (5PE5042) is evaluated as eligible. 

Re-Evaluated Properties: Three properties that were documented during the initial 2003 field survey for 
this project have subsequently been demolished: 5PE4517, 5PE4519, and 5PE4525. We have re­
evaluated these properties and determined that they are not eligible. Please see the site forms and updated 
photos for more information about these properties. 

King Taco (5PE4958): During our March 2009 consultation we received comments from the Pueblo 
Historic Preservation Commission regarding the eligibility of King Taco, a l 91

h century commercial 
building located in the Steelworks Suburb potential historic district (5PE5523). The Commission 
believes that despite modifications, the building still conveys the character-defining elements of its 
architectural style. The primary alterations have been to the building fenestration. Many of the windows 
have been replaced with incompatible modem windows and the original window openings have been 
altered, boarded, or brick-filled. On the second story, there are instances where part of the original 
window opening has been boarded or bricked, and a small sliding window with metal frame has been 
inserted into the remaining opening. The central comer entrance is recessed but has a new door and one 
of the windows flanking the entrance door has been boarded. In addition, the display windows on the 
lower story have been replaced and the associated transoms boarded or replaced with modem windows. 
A large window that once extended above the comer entrance was removed and bricked. CDOT has 
reviewed this property again and continues to support its original assessment that due to modifications to 
some of the defining characteristics of this corner commercial building, the property is not individually 
eligible. However, we do believe the property is a contributing element to the Steelworks Suburb 
potential historic district (5PE5523). 

We have sent this information to the City of Pueblo Historic Preservation Commission and will provide a 
copy of their response once we receive it. As you know, the City of Pueblo has agreed to facilitate the 
review of these materials with the other Section 106 consulting parties for this project. 

We request your concurrence with these determinations of eligibility and your comments regarding the 
revised APE boundary. Please contact CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303)512-4258 with 
any questions or concerns. 

Very truly yours, 

· -~ 
fki- Brad Beckham, Manager 
fr~ Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: 
Architectural Inventory Forms for 13 properties 
Meeting Minutes, April 30, 2009 
Revised APE map 

cc: David Miller, COOT Region 2 Eng. (w/o enclosures) 
Dick Annand/Judy DeHaven, COOT Region 2 Env. (w/o enclosures) 
Chris Hom, FHWA (w/o enclosures) 



STATE OF COLORADO 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

August 11, 2009 

Mr. Wade Broadhead, Planner/HPC Staffer 
Department of Planning & Community Development 
City of Pueblo 
211 East D Street 
Pueblo, CO 81003 

~por! 
----15!!! -~ . ~err OF TRANSPORTATION 

SUBJECT: Additional Eligibility Determinations (Historic Resources), CDOT Project IM 0251-156, 
New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Broadhead: 

This letter and the enclosed materials constitute a request for comments on additional eligibility 
determinations for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) referenced above. As you will recall, the 
EIS will be used to determine potential environmental impacts of proposed capacity improvements along 
an eight-mile segment ofl-25 in Pueblo between the interchanges at Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) and 
29th Street (milepost 102). 

Previous Consultation 
CDOT has been in consultation with your office since 2004 regarding this project. Our most recent 
submittal in March 2009 included the revised Architectural Resources Survey Report and eligibility 
determinations for re-surveyed properties and districts. This submittal contains the following items: 

1) Revised Area of Potential Effects (APE) map showing changes to the boundary 
2) Eligibility determinations and associated architectural inventory forms for 10 newly-recorded 

properties 
3) Re-evaluation forms for three previously-recorded properties 
4) Response to City of Pueblo comments from May 2009 correspondence 

Area of Potential Effects Revisions 
Last spring CDOT learned that there were some direct impacts to properties outside the established Area 
of Potential Effects for the project. These areas include parcels between South Santa Fe and I-25, a row 
of properties along Currie A venue in the Steelworks Suburb proposed historic district, and parcels west 
and east ofl-25 just north of the Grove neighborhood. In April 2009, CDOT met with Amy Pallante of 
the SHPO staff to discuss these changes to the APE boundary and to propose a methodology for how to 
assess those properties as part of the Section 106 process. During the meeting Ms. Pallante was in 
agreement with the APE changes and the proposed approach to identification of resources. The enclosed 
map reflects what was agreed upon at that meeting. A copy of the meeting minutes has also been 
included for your convenience. 

Eligibility Determinations 
Newly Documented Properties: Eight of the ten newly-documented properties were identified when it 
was determined that there were additional impacts outside the APE boundary. Of these, seven properties 
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are within the boundary of the proposed Steelworks Suburb Historic District (5PE5523): 5PE6919, 
5PE6920, 5PE6921, 5PE6922, 5PE6923, 5PE6924, and 5PE6925, and are evaluated as non-contributing 
features of that district. There are three newly-recorded properties that are not within districts: one of 
these-the Speken Wrecking Company (5PE6918)-was evaluated as part of the APE revision process 
and was determined not eligible. The other two properties were not evaluated as part of the initial field 
survey, so they were subsequently evaluated and included in this submittal: the Wagner Rents building 
(5PE6936) is assessed as not eligible, and the former Newton Lumber Company (5PE5042) is evaluated 
as eligible. 

Re-Evaluated Properties: Three properties that were documented during the initial 2003 field survey for 
this project have subsequently been demolished: 5PE4517, 5PE4519, and 5PE4525. We have re­
evaluated these properties and determined that they are not eligible. Please see the site forms and updated 
photos for more information about these properties. 

Response to Comments 
In your May 8, 2009 response to CDOT's March 2009 eligibility determinations, you provided comments 
on both the Architectural Resources Survey Report and select site forms. We appreciate the time and 
effort taken to review and comment on the submitted materials and also greatly appreciate your 
perspective on and knowledge of local history. The survey report has gone through at least one major 
revision and reprinting to address concerns from SHPO and incorporate information from your office 
about Pueblo's neighborhoods; as such, there are no immediate plans to produce another version of the 
report. However, we encourage the City of Pueblo Historic Preservation Commission to use the survey 
report information for the development of future neighborhood surveys and research projects. 

With regard to the individual site forms, we noted that many of your comments addressed the information 
provided in site form Items 21 (Architectural Style), 35 (Historical Background), 42 (Statement of 
Significance) and 45 (District Potential). There are many comments that suggest different architectural 
styles or forms for Item 21, or that request more historical research on specific properties (Item 35). 
COOT has no plans to conduct additional research on the individual properties that were resurveyed and 
submitted to you in March 2009. Sufficient research was conducted to determine whether the resurveyed 
properties are individually eligible or contributing features of a district, and we have also received SHPO 
concurrence on those findings. Nevertheless, several of your comments were specific to eligibility, so we 
have responded to those below. With the exception of the King Taco property, your original comment is 
followed by CDOT's response. • 

King Taco (5PE4958): During our March 2009 consultation we received comments from your 
organization regarding the eligibility of King Taco, a 191

h century commercial building located in the 
Steelworks Suburb potential historic district (5PE5523). You indicated that despite modifications, the 
building still conveys the character-defining elements of its architectural style, as the primary alterations 
have been to the building fenestration. Many of the windows have been replaced with incompatible 
modern windows and the original window openings have been altered, boarded, or brick-filled. On the 
second story, there are instances where part of the original window opening has been boarded or bricked, 
and a small sliding window with metal frame has been inserted into the remaining opening. The central 
corner entrance is recessed but has a new door and one of the windows flanking the entrance door has 
been boarded. In addition, the display windows on the lower story have been replaced and the associated 
transoms boarded or replaced with modern windows. A large window that once extended above the 
corner entrance was removed and bricked. CDOT has reviewed this property again and continues to 
support its original assessment that due to modifications to some of the defining characteristics of this 
corner commercial building, the property is not individually eligible to the National Register of Historic 
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Places (NRHP). However, we do believe the property is a contributing element to the Steelworks Suburb 
potential historic district (5PE5523). 

City of Pueblo: 5PE4740 - Non-contributing, cottage. 
CDOT Response: The property is currently identified as a contributing element of the Steelworks Suburb 
Historic District (5PE5523). Please clarify whether you think the property should be non-contributing. 

City of Pueblo: 5PE5211 - Great integrity, craftsman 
CDOT Response: All properties within proposed districts were evaluated for contributing or non­
contributing status. The Steelworks Suburb potential historic district (5PE5523) is significant under 
Criterion C for its examples of architecture, including Craftsman style bungalows. Because this house 
was built within the period of significance for the district and it conveys the architectural significance of 
the district, it was evaluated as individually not eligible, but as a contributing element of the district. · 

City of Pueblo: 5PE5227 - Pursued nomination, early five and dime store/grocery/mercantile at important 
Indiana Gate entrance to CF&I 
CDOT Response: Although this property was evaluated as individually not eligible, it was found to be a 
contributing element of the Steelworks Suburb historic district. It was built within the period of 
significance for the district, and based on research it appears to have served CF& I plant employees as 
well as residents in the nearby neighborhoods. Its history is tied to the steel mill and neighborhoods 
within the district. 

City of Pueblo: 5PE524 l - Important bar at the entrance to Indiana Gate. Modification in 1940, during 
boom period. 1945-1960 highest point of CF and I operation. 
CDOT Response: Like 5PE5227, this property was found to be a contributing element to the Steelworks 
Suburb historic district. It was built within the district period of significance and given the additional 
information your office provided, it likely has an association with the steel workers and the surrounding 
neighborhoods. 

City of Pueblo: 5PE4701 - bad pictures and information overall 
CDOT Response: Attached are additiona:l photos of the house. As you can see, vegetation and fencing 
have obstructed every possible view of the building. The house is located in the Grove neighborhood, 
outside of the established boundary identified for the Grove historic district (5PE55 l 9). Based on the site 
visit, the house does not have the associations with events or individuals to be significant under Criteria A 
or B. Under Criterion C, it is a simple wood frame building- possibly a shotgun house-that does not 
appear to be a good example of this architectural type due to minor modifications including the 
application of vinyl siding. 

City of Pueblo: 5PE4712 - Roof form and divided light windows looks earlier than 1948. 
CDOT Response: We agree that the divided light windows probably pre-date 1948, but this is the date 
provided by the Pueblo County Assessor material and was probably an adjustment to account for the 1996 
remodel date. Regardless of its actual year of construction, CDOT still maintains that the property is not 
a good example of a simple wood frame or even Minimal Traditional house due to incompatible 
modifications to the windows. 

As a consulting party for this project, we welcome your comments on the additional determinations of 
eligibility and the revised APE boundary. With past submittals for this project, your office has acted as 
the main contact and has facilitated reviews with the other consulting parties; we trust that you will 
continue to serve in that capacity. A second copy of the site forms and other materials is included 
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herewith to assist in this process. Please contact CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303)512-
4258 with any questions or concerns . 

• 

fk Brad Beckham, Manager . 
f- Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: 
Architectural Inventory Forms for 13 properties (2 sets) 
Meeting Minutes, April 30, 2009 (2 copies) 
Revised APE map (2 copies) 
Additional photos for 5PE4701 (2 sets) 

cc: David Miller, COOT Region 2 Eng. (w/o enclosures) 
Dick Annand/Judy DeHaven, CDOT Region 2 Env. (w/o enclosures) 
Chris Hom, FHWA (w/o enclosures) 
Edward Nichols, Colorado SHPO (w/o enclosures) 





DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

April 1, 2010 

Mr. Edward C. Nichols 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Colorado Historical Society 
13 00 Broadway 
Denver, CO 80203 

STATE OF COLORADO 

SUBJECT: Effects Determinations, CDOT Project IM 0251-156, New Pueblo Freeway 
Environmental Impact Statement (CHS #44746) 

Dear Mr. Nichols: 

This letter and enclosed report constitute a request for concurrence on Effects Determinations for the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) referenced above. As you will recall, the EIS will be used to 
determine potential environmental impacts for proposed capacity improvements along an eight mile 
segment ofl-25 in Pueblo between the interchanges at Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) and 29th Street 
(milepost 102). 

Previous Consultation 
Section 106 consultation for this project has been ongoing since 2002. We consulted with your office 
regarding the Area of Potential Effects (APE) and survey methodology in a series of meetings in 2002 
and 2003, and via correspondence in September 2004. In July 2007 we submitted eligibility 
determinations for your review, and in June 2008 FHW A and CDOT met with your staff and the 
consulting parties to discuss assorted historic properties issues. In October 2008, we consulted with you 
and the consulting parties regarding the eligibility of five proposed neighborhood districts within the 
project APE. We also consulted with you in March 2009 and in August 2009 regarding eligibility of 
additional properties. 

Effect Determinations 
The enclosed Determination of Effects Report includes an analysis of impacts of the No Action 
Alternative, descriptions of the direct and indirect impacts of the Proposed Build Alternatives, effect 
determinations of!he Build Alternatives on historic properties, and proposed mitigation measures for 
adverse effects. The report includes effect determinations for 196 properties that were either determined 
eligible or are being treated as eligible for the purposes of Section 106. This includes five proposed 
historic districts that have a combined total of 587 contributing properties. Please see the report for more 
specific information about the effect determinations. 

Enclosed for your use is a spreadsheet that lists the properties, summarizes the types of effects by 
alternative, and includes the effect determination for each Build Alternative. We have enclosed it in hard 
copy with this submittal, but will also forward it to your office electronically. Please note that the 
Newton Lumber Company (5PE5042) and the Union Pacific Railroad (5PE1776) are listed in the 
enclosed table, but effect determinations for these properties (as well as eligibility and effect 
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determinations for some additional properties not previously documented) will be submitted separately in 
the near future. 

We have also enclosed a copy of the New Pueblo Freeway Aesthetics Guidelines, which provides an 
overview of proposed aesthetic treatments for the project corridor, including a conceptual drawing of the 
restoration plan for the historic Mineral Palace Park. The Determination of Effects Report references the 
Aesthetics Guidelines so we have included it for reference and information purposes only. We are not 
requesting comments on these guidelines. 

This submittal has been sent to the City of Pueblo Planning Office and will provide a copy of their 
response once we receive it. As you know, the City of Pueblo has agreed to facilitate the review of these 
materials with the other Section 106 consulting parties for this project. 

We request your concurrence with the determinations of effects provided in the submitted materials. 
Given the size of this submittal, we are aware that the standard 30-day review time frame may not be 
sufficient. Please contact CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303)512-4258 as soon as possible 
to discuss a reasonable review period. If you require additional information, please contact Ms. Schoch. 

Very truly your# 
~~Manager . 
Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: 
Determination of Effects report 
Determination of Effects CD 
Effects Recommendations Response Table 
New Pueblo Freeway Aesthetics Guidelines 

cc: Lisa Streisfeld, CDOT Region 2 (w/o enclosures) 
Chris Horn, FHWA (w/o enclosures) 
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STATE OF COLORADO 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

April 1, 2010 

Mr. Wade Broadhead 
Planner/1-IPC: Staffer 
Department of Planning & C:ommunity Development 
211 East D. Street 
Pueblo, C:O 81003 

SUBJEC:T: Effects Detenninations, C:DOT Project IM 0251-156, New Pueblo Freeway 
Environmental Impact Statement (C:HS #44746) 

Dear Mr. Broadhead: 

This letter and enclosed report constitute a request for comments on Effects Determinations for the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) referenced above. As you will recall, the EIS will be used to 
determine potential environmental impacts for proposed capacity improvements along an eight mile 
segment ofI-25 in Pueblo between th.e interchanges at Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) and 29th Street 
(milepost 102). C:DOT has been in consultation with your office since 2004. Our most recent submittal in 
August 2009 included additional eligibility determinations for properties within the Area of Potential 
Effects (APE). 

Effect Determinations 
The enclosed Determination of Effects Report includes an analysis of impacts of the No Action 
Alternative, descriptions of direct and indirect impacts of the Proposed Build Alternatives, effect 
determinations of the Build Alternatives on historic properties, and proposed mitigation measures for 
adverse effects. The report includes effect determinations for 196 properties that were either determined 
eligible or are being treated as eligible for the purposes of Section 106. This includes five proposed 
historic districts that have a combined total of 587 contributing properties. Please see the report for more 
specific information about the effect determinations. 

Enclosed for your use is a spreadsheet that lists the properties, summarizes the types of effects by 
alternative, and includes the effect determination for each Build Alternative. We have enclosed it in hard 
copy with this submittal, but will also forward it to your office electronically. Please note that the 
Newton Lumber Company (5PE5042) and the Union Pacific Railroad (5PE1776) are listed in the 
enclosed table, but effect determinations for these properties (as well as eligibility and effect 
determinations for some additional railroad and other properties not previously documented) will be 
submitted separately in the near future. 

We have also enclosed a copy of the New Pueblo Freeway Aesthetics Guidelines, which provides an 
overview of proposed aesthetic treatments for the project corridor, fucluding a conceptual drawing of the 
restoration plan for the historic Mineral Palace Park. The Determination of Effects Report references the 
Aesthetics Guidelines so we have included it for reference and information purposes only. We are not 
requesting comments on these guidelines. 
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As a consulting party for this project, we welcome your comments on the additional determinations of 
eligibility. and the revised APE boundary. With past submittals for this project, your office has acted as 
the main contact and has facilitated reviews with the other consulting parties for this project. We have 
provided a second copy of the Determination of Effects Report and a CD of the report and other materials 
to assist in this process. Given the size of this submittal, we are aware that the standard 30-day review 
time frame may not be sufficient. Please contact CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303)512-
4258 as soon as possible to discuss a reasonable review period. 

Very truly yours, 

£~Mmager 
Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: 
Determination of Effects report (2 copies) 
Determination of Effects CD 
Effects Recommendations Response Table 
New Pueblo Freeway Aesthetics Guidelines 

cc: Lisa Streisfeld, COOT Region 2 (w/o enclosures) 
Chris Horn, FHWA (w/o enclosures) 



STATE OF coL·o 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

April 16, 2010 

Mr. Edward C. Nichols 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
History Colorado ·_ The Colorado Historical Society · 
1560 Broadway, Suite 400 
Denver, CO 80202 

.. 

SUBJECT: Determinations of Effects for Archaeological Sites, CDOT Project IM 0251-156, New 
. Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement (CHS #43967) 

Dear Mr. Nichols: 

OT 

This letter and the ·enclosed materials constitute a request for concurrence on Determinations of Effects 
for archaeological sites located within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) of the project referenced above. 
As you will recall, the EIS will be used to determine the nature and degree of environmental impacts 
resulting from proposed capacity and safety improvements along an eight-mile segment ofl-25 in Pueblo 
between the interchanges at Pueblo Boulevard on the south (milepost 94) and 29th Street on the north 
(milepost 102) . 

. Previous Consultation 
Section 106 consultation for the project has been ongoing since 2002~ However, the vast majority of that 
coordination has focused on standing structures and other resources in the historic built environment. All 

· correspondence specific to archaeological surveys and site eligibility determinations was submitted to 
your office separately beginning in November 2008. Of the 127 historic archaeological localities present 

. . 

in the APE, five sites are officially .eligible for the National Register of Historic Places·(NRHP), 13 sites 
are not eligible; and 109 sites requite additional data in order to make a final NRHP eligibility 
assessment. No prehistoric or historic sites affiliated with Native American occupation of the area were 
documented. 

· In 2009 we consulted infor1nally with OAHP Compliance Officer Shina Du Vall regarding strategies to 
address the 26 ''need data'' sites that will be directly impacted by one or both of the proposed Build 
Alternatives. At this time, however, we intend to defer official consultation for all the need data sites 
. until later in the NEPA documentation process, likely subsequent to selection of a preferred alternative as 
a result of public comments on the draft EIS. Once a preferred alternative is chosen We will have a 
definitive idea regarding the number and type of sites for which we will or may need to conduct. 
additional investigations. 

Effects Determinations . . . . 
Three project alternatives are·under consideration, inciuding the No Action Alternative and two Build 
Alternatives referred.to as the ''Existing'' and ''Modified." Only two of the NRHP eligible sites 
(5PE5458, 5PE5483) would be subject to direct impacts and therefore adverse effects, both as a result of 
implementation of the Modified Alternative. The remaining three NRHP eligible sites ( 5PE5408, 
5PE543 l and 5PE5467) would be avoided by construction regardless of alternative .. The No Action and 
Existing Alternatives. would each result in no historic properties affected. 

__ ......_ _ ___,,.._.____ ---· ---~---·--~ •••. ._.. .. ,,__.____ · ··---·-__ _...._ _ _ ._.._ ••• - : - - ----· + ·-- • •• -· - - - ------·---- , ________ ·-------
:-~---.-= ... -_=.=...-.-:..=.. . .:.-:..:.:...:::- .. - --·. . ·--·--'f- - ··--·---=---. .:- ·-· _, .:· .. ---·--=-~--- ---------·----~ ----· --.-------·~_..,-.,.._.............,. 

- ff • -----·- __... .. ----~--. ------·. ·- ·-·- ·--··-- --
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If the Modified Alternative is eventually selected as preferred, sites 5PE5458 and 5PE5483 would be 
adversely affected by earth-moving equipment during construction. As shown on the enclosed aerial 
photograph of the Modified Alternative (the third page of the enclosed packet), the 1-25 mainline and 
associated northbound on-ramp each bisect portions of 5PE5458 (identified as a blue outline), and cutting 
and filling activities during construction would likely destroy the entire site. 

The Modified Alternative would also directly impact 5PE5483, although in a different manner (refer to 
·the fifth and sixth pages oft~e packet): the area containing the site would becencompassed by a new . 
location for Benedict Park, a city-owned facility. The park presently exists in a different location and · 
configuration in Pueblo, but the location as illustrated on the attachment is proposed for a newly 
constructed park. 5PE5483 would likely be destroyed by earth moving associated with construction of 
the park. Regardless of the type of impact to 5PE5458 and 5PE5483, however, it is our judgment that the 
sites are significant chiefly because of what can be learned by data recovery and have minimal value for 
preservation in place. · 

As noted above, we will consult with you at a later date regarding the disposition of and final eligibility 
determinations for the 26 ''need data' ' sites that either would or likely would be adversely affected by the 
project. Nonetheless, the following data specific to the number of need data sites directly impacted by 
each alternative is provided for your general information: the Existing Alternative .would impact 16 sites, 
and the Modified Alternative would impact 18 sites. Ten sites have impacts common to both 
Alternatives. 

This information has been forwar~ed to the City of Pueblo Planning Office, a ·section 106 consulting 
party, for review and comment. As you are aware, the City of Pueblo has agreed to facilitate the review 
of all compliance related materials with the other consulting parties participating in the project. We will 
provide you with copies of any comments received. 

We request your concurrence with the determinations of effects provided herein and as illustrated in the 
accompanying materials. If you have questions or require additional information to complete your 
review, please contact CDOT Senior Staff Archaeologist Dan Jepson at (303) 757-9631, or via Email at 
daniel.jepson@dot.state.co.us . . 

Very truly yours, 

. ) 

1 Brad Beckham, Manager 
,,,~ 

· Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: 
Aerial photo plan sheets 
Benedict Park illustration 

cc: Lisa Streisfeld, CDOT Region 2 (w/o enclosures) 
Chris Horn, FHWA (w/o enclosures) 
Sara Orton, CH2Mhill 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 

STATE OF COLO 
OT 

(303) 757-9281 DEPARTMENT Of TRANSPORTATION 

April 16, 2010 

Mr. Wade Broadhead 
Historic Preservation Commission 
City of Pueblo 
211 Ea.st D Street 
Pueblo, CO 81003 

SUBJECT: Determinations of Effects for Archaeological Sites, COOT Project IM 0251-156, New 
Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Broadhead: 

This letter and the enclosed materials constitute a request for comments on Deter1ninations of Effects for 
archaeological sites located within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) of the project referenced above. As 
you are aware, the EIS will be used to dete1111ine the nature and degree of environmental.·impacts resulting 
from proposed capacity and safety improvements along an eight-mile segment ofl-25 in Pueblo between 
the interchanges at Pueblo Boulevard on the south (milepost 94) and 29th Street on the north (milepost 
102). 

Previous Consultation 
Section 106 consultation for the project has been ongoing since 2002. However, the vast majority of that 
coordination has focused on standing structures and other resources in the historic built environment. All 
correspondence specific to archaeological .su..Veys and site eligibility determinations was submitted to the 
State Historic Preservation Officer and consulting parties beginning in November 2008. Of the 127 
historic archaeological localities present in the APE, five sites are officially eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP), 13 sites are not eligible, and 109 sites require additional data in order 
to make a final NRHP eligibility assessment. No prehistoric or historic sites affiliated with Native 
American occupatj.on of the area were documented. 

In 2009 we consulted informally with you as well as representatives of the Office -0f Archaeology and. 
Historic Preservation regarding strategies to address the ·26 ''need data'' sites that will be directly impacted 
by one or both of the proposed Build Alternatives. At this time, however, we intend to defer official 
consultation for all .the 11:eed data sites until later in ·the NEPA documentation process, likely subsequent to 
selection of a preferred alternative as a result of public comments on the draft EIS. Once a preferred 
alternative is chosen we will have ·a defmitive idea regarding the number and type of sites for which we 
will or may need to conduct additional investigations. 

Effects Determinations 
. Three project alternatives are under consideration, including the No Action Alternative and two Build 

Alternatives referre~ to as the ''Existing'' and ''Modified.'' Only two of the NRHP eligible sites 
(5PE5458, 5PE5483) would be subject to direct impacts and therefore adverse effects, both as a result of 
implementation of the Modified Alternative. The.Existing Alternative would result in no his'toric 
properties affected. The remaining three NRHP eligible sites (5PE5408, 5PE543 land 5PE5467) would 
be avoided by construction regardless of alternative. 

~;;:::=::-:------__ .-. _-_ - _- - - - -- -- . --·--- ----- --------- - ------ ------ - - - -
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If the Modified Alternative is eventually selected as preferred, sites ·sPE5458 and 5PE5483 would be 
adversely affected by earth-moving equipment during construction. As shown on the enclosed aerial 
photograph of the Modified Alternative (the second page of the enclosed packet), the 1-25 mainline and 
associated northbound on-ramp each bisect portions of 5PE5458 (identified as a blue outline), and cutting 
and filling activities during construction would likely destroy the entire site. 

The Modified Alternative would also directly impact 5PE5483, although in a different manner (refer to . 
the fourth and fifth pages of the packet): the area containing the site would be encompassed by a new 
location for Benedict Park, a city-owned facility. The park presently exists in a different location and 
configuration in Pueblo_, but the location as illustrated on the attachment is proposed for a newly 
constructed park. 5PE5483 would likely be destroyed by earth moving associated with construction of 
the park. Regardless of the type of impact to 5PE5458 and 5PE5483, however, it is our judgment that the 
sites are significant chiefly because of what can be learned by data recovery and have minimal value for 
preservatio·n in place. 

As noted above, we will consult with you at a later date regarding the disposition of and final eligibility 
determinations for the 26 ''need data'' sites that either would or likely would be adversely affected by the 
project. Nonetheless, the following data specific to the number of need data sites directly impacted by 
each alternative is provided for your general information: the Existing Alternative ·would impact 16 sites, . 
and tI:ie Modified Alternative would impact 18 sites. Ten sites have impacts common to both 
Alternatives. 

This information has been forwarded concurrently to the State Historic Preservation Officer for 
compliance review. As with past reviews for this project, it is our understanding. that you will facilitate 
review of ttiese materials by the other local consulting parties and compile any comments in a single 
transmittal to CDOT. 

. 

Please complete your revie.w and forward any .comments to CDOT Senior Staff Archaeologist Dan Jepson · 
within 30 days of receipt of this correspondence. If you have questions about the information contained 
herein, please contact Mr. Jepson at (303) 757-9631, or via Email at daniel.jepson@dot.state.co.us. 

Very truly yours, 

~. Brad Beckham, Manager 
Envirorunental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: 
Aerial photo plan sheets 
Benedict Park illustration 

cc: Lisa Streisfeld, CDOT Region 2 (w/o enclosures) 
Chris Horn, FHWA (Y!IO enclosures) 
Sara Orton, CH2Mhill (w/o enclosures) 
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April 29, 2010 
 
 
Ms. Lisa Schoch 
CDOT 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Ave. 
Denver, CO 80222 
 

    Re:  Re:  Re:  Re:  IIII----25 25 25 25 Pueblo Freeway Section 106 ConsultationPueblo Freeway Section 106 ConsultationPueblo Freeway Section 106 ConsultationPueblo Freeway Section 106 Consultation    
 
Dear Lisa: 
 
As a follow-up to email and in-person communication with you, we are writing to 
seek National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 consulting party status for the 
I-25 Pueblo Freeway project.  The National Trust would like to participate actively 
in the review process as a “consulting party” under Section 106 of the NHPA, 
pursuant to 36 C.F.R. § 800.2(c)(6). 
 
The National Trust for Historic Preservation is a private nonprofit organization 
chartered by Congress in 1949 to promote public participation in the preservation 
of our nation's heritage, and to further the historic preservation policy of the 
United States.  See 16 U.S.C. § 468.  The Mountains/Plains Office provides technical 
assistance to eight states, including Colorado.  With the strong support of our 
250,000 members around the country, including nearly 3,000 members in 
Colorado, the National Trust works to protect significant historic sites and to 
advocate historic preservation as a fundamental value in programs and policies at 
all levels of government.   
 
We are particularly interested in this project because of its potential to affect the 
historic buildings and structures associated with the Colorado Fuel and Iron (CF & 
I) complex which is bisected by the existing alignment of I-25.  We have provided 
a $5,000 grant to the Bessemer Historical Society for a master plan for the CF & I 
administrative complex buildings on the west side of the existing corridor.  We 
hope that investment will not be lost in the realignment.    
 
Because of the National Trust’s knowledge and concern about historic properties 
potentially affected by the project, we believe we can provide important 
information and a valuable perspective as a consulting party under Section 106.   
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Please include us in your distribution list for public notices of any meetings, and 
for the circulation of any documents for comment.   
 
We look forward to participating as the review and consultation process moves 
forward for the I-25 Pueblo Freeway.   
 
Sincerely, 

        
Amy Cole      
Sr. Program Officer &    
Regional Attorney 

 
 
cc: Amy Pallante, CO State Historic Preservation Office 
 Jim Hare, Colorado Preservation, Inc. 
 Wade Broadhead, Department of Planning and Community Development,  

City of Pueblo 
  
 
 



~olorado Presery_a_ti_o_n~,_l_n_c_. ~~~~~~ 
333 W. COLFAX AVENUE, SUITE 300 I DENVER, co 80204 I PHONE 303 .893.4260 I FAX 303.893.4333 

May 5, 2010 

Ms. Lisa Schoch 

COOT 

Environmental Programs Branch 

4201 E Arkansas Avenue 

Denver, CO 80222 

RE: Section 106 Consultation for 1-25 (Pueblo Freeway Section) 

Dear: Ms. Schoch: __ ---

Please accept this letter as a formal request for Colorado Preservation, Inc. to be granted National 

Historic Preservation Act Section 106 consulting party status for the 1-25 Pu~blo Freeway project. 

Colorado Preservation, Inc. was formed in 1984 and continues to serve Colorado as the only private, 

statewide historic preservation advocacy organization. Our preservation programs and initiatives 

include Saving Places which is the largest statewide historic preservation conference in the nation, a 

cultural resources survey team, a preservation project manager, the Colorado Preserve America Youth 

Summit, HistoriCorps, and the Colorado's Most Endangered Places Program. These programs are 

designed to serve urban and rural communities, providing historic preservation education, training, 

technical support, and advocacy. 

The CF&I complex was added to the 1999 Colorado's Most Endangered Places List. While great 

progress has been made with the rehabilitation and reuse of what now serves as the Steelworks 

Museum of Industry and Culture, our understanding is that the 1-25 project has the potential to 

adversely impact the historic complex on the east side of the 1-25 corridor. These buildings and 

structures represent a very historically significant industrial landscape, and CPI wishes to provide 

knowledge and input as a consulting party under Section 106. 

Please don't hesitate to call or email with any questions. I look forward to working with COOT and the 

other preservation stakeholders on developing alternatives that will not result in adverse impacts on 

the CF&I complex. 

Regards, 

Eidm n 

Endangered Places Program Coordinator 

BUILDING A F'UTURE Utit~ HISTORIC PLACES 
www.coloradopreservation.org 



Bessemer Historical Societv 

Brad Beckham, Manager-Environmental Programs Branch 
Colorado Dept. of Transportation 
Shumate Building 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Denver, CO 80222 

Re : Review of Section 106 study of 1-25 Recommended Changes 

Dear Mr. Beckham, 

May 10, 2010 

(resent 7 /23/2010) 

I have reviewed the document, "Determination of Effects to Historic Properties: 1-25 New Pueblo 
Freeway Improvement Project", a Section 106 study, in relationship to the proposed changes to 1-25 
through the City of Pueblo. The document covers all aspects of the interstate through the city of Pueblo 
but I found the study rather confusing in trying to follow the different proposals for changes to the 
interstate. I just reviewed the area around the historic CF&I Office complex and the Evraz Rocky 
Mountain Steel Mill in the historic area of Bessemer. Many other areas of Pueblo are very important but 
I only had time to consider the area around the historic steel mill. The other area of great concern is the 
Mineral Palace Park area and any changes to the historic feel and look of the park that previously was 
destroyed in the building of 1-25 in the 1950's. 

It is imperative if and when changes are made to the historic Bessemer neighborhood that the impact is 
minimal to any historic businesses including Gagliano's, Gus' Place, St. Mary's Church and School, the 
neighborhood parks and the historic structures of the steel mill and the CF&I administration buildings. 
The connectivity of neighborhoods also must be considered a top priority which was never considered 
when the interstate was originEi!!y designed and ?mp!emented. 

The Bessemer Historical Society (BHS) is strongly opposed to closing off the historic tunnel under 1-25. 
This tunnel is remembered by many as the place where they either walked under 1-25 to get to work or 
stood and waited for their husband, father or grandfather as they walked through to go home from their 
shift. The tunnel evokes a very emotional experience for hundreds, if not, thousands of people as it was 
a time when work was hard and families spend so much time together. 

BHS is also strongly opposed to the tear down of buildings related to the steel mill. The historic stacks 
are all that remain of the old blast furnaces. The blast furnace stacks and the buildings represent a time 
when steel was made from raw materials not from recycling from scrape as it is currently. 

215 Canal Street - Pueblo, CO 81004 
(719) 564-9086 - (719) 564-9681 fax 

www.cfisteel.org 



In the booklet, "New Pueblo Freeway, Aesthetic Guidelines" changes were proposed for the BHS 
property that does not conform to the BHS master plan and has never been discussed with BHS. The 
recommendations are not part of the master plan of the Society. Reviewing this study was the first I 
saw of the shotgun homes and a historic walking tour route on the property. The plans highlight views 
to the steel mill but in your proposal you are destroying the structures everyone would want to view 
from the site. On the same schematic the building owned and renovated by Pueblo Electrics does not 
show and it is a very historic structure. 

The Bessemer Historical Society appreciates how some of the exits and entrances to 1-25 need to be 
modified but a complete redesign of the interstate is not warranted based on the current usage of the 
highway. 

Thank you for allowing the Bessemer Historical Society, the owner of 5.7 acres of historic properties, 
located adjacent to the interstate to voice an opinion on the recommended changes. 

Sincerely, 

/;;~k~b,r-
Corinne Koehler 
President of the Board of Directors 
Bessemer Historical Society 



l<ti OFFICE of ARCHAEOLOGY and HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

May 17, 2010 

Brad Beckham 
Manager 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
Environmental Planning Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Denver, CO 80222 

RE: Effects Determinations, CDOT Project IM 0251 -156, New Pueblo Freeway 
Environmental Impact Statement (CHS #44746) 

Dear Mr. Beckham: 

Thank you for your correspondence dated April 1, 2010 and received by our office on 
April 6, 2010 regarding the review of the above-mentioned project under Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106). We concur with the recommended 
findings of effects except for the properties listed below. We have included the excel 
spreadsheet as well. 

• 5PE.5050. According to the effects report on page 5-51 , a finding of no historic 
properties affected is recommended for the Existing I-25 Alternative, but the 
effects spreadsheet includes a recommendation of no adverse effect. We concur 
with the recommendations provided in the effects spreadsheet. 

• 5PE.5517. Land from within Mineral Palace Park, a contributing resource to the 
North Side Historic District, will be required as well mitigation will affect the 
historic significance of the park. In our opinion, the cumulative effects to a 
contributing property within the historic district would be an adverse effect, as 
defined in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i), 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(ii), and 36 CFR 
800.(a)(2)(iv). 

• 5PE.5519. We concur with the recommended finding of effect for the Existing I-
25 Alternative, but we do not concur with the recommended finding for Modified 
I-25 Alternative. In our opinion, a finding of adverse effect would be appropriate 
for the Modified I-25 Alternative because a contributing element within a historic 
district is being demolished. Please refer to 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i), 36 CFR 
800.5(a)(2)(ii), and 36 CFR 800.(a)(2)(iv). 

In regard to resources that were recommended as having adverse effect, we request 
further consultation on the nature of the adverse effects. For properties suffering 
demolition, we would like to explore further options to try to avoid or minimize the 
adverse effects. 

COLORADO HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

1300 B ROA DWAY D ENVER COLORADO 80203 TEL 303/ 866-3395 FAX 303/ 866-271 l w ww. coloradohistory-oahp .org 



If unidentified archaeological resources are discovered during construction, work must be 
interrupted until the resources have been evaluated in terms of the National Register 
criteria, 36 CRF 60.4, in consultation with this office. 

We request being involved in the consultation process with the local government, which 
as stipulated in 36 CFR 800.3 is required to be notified of the undertaking, and with other 
consulting parties. Additional information provided by the local government or 
consulting parties might cause our office to re-evaluate our eligibility and potential effect 
findings. 

Please note that our compliance letter does not end the 30-day review period provided to 
other consulting parties. 

If we may be of further assistance, please contact Amy Pallante, our Section l 06 
Compliance Manager, at (303) 866-4678. 

Sincerely, 

iv LJ _'['_ 
Lr--1:dward C. Nichols 

State Historic Preservation Officer 



Effects Recommendations for all National Register of Historic Places-Eligible and -Listed Historic Properties within the Area of Potential Effects 

Resource 
Impact -Existing 1-25 Effect - Existing 1-25 Impact -Modified 1-25 Effect- Modified 1-25 

Identification Address SHPO Response 
Number 

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 

5PE486 Bessemer Ditch 
Alteration to Segment 

No Adverse Effect 
Impact To Segment of 

No Adverse Effect concur 
of Linear Resource Linear Resource 

5PE564 711 N. Albany Avenue Indirect Adverse Effect Indirect Adverse Effect concur 

5PE571 2723 Grand Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE584 426 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE586 Mineral Palace Park Partial Acquisition Adverse Effect Partial Acquis ition Adverse Effect concur 

Indirect Impact to 
Impact To Segment of 

*5PE1776 Union Pacific Railroad Segment of Linear 
Linear Resource no recommendation at this time 

Resource 

5PE3938 Santa Fe Avenue Bridge Full Acquisition Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4179 1612 E. Abriendo Avenue Indirect No Adve rse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4436 814 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4437 501 W. 29th Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE4438 331 Beech Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4439 325 Beech Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4440 323 Beech Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4441 321 Beech Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4443 2826 N. Greenwood Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE4444 2808 N. Greenwood Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE4445 2824 N. Greenwood Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur Affected Affected 

5PE4446 2814 N. Greenwood Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur Affected Affected 

5PE4447 2820 N. Greenwood Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

Page 1of10 



Effects Recommendations for all National Register of Historic Places-Eligible and -Listed Historic Properties within the Area of Potential Effects 

Resource 
Impact -Existing 1-25 Effect - Existing 1-25 Impact -Modified 1-25 Effect - Modified 1-25 

Identification Address SHPO Response 
Number 

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 

5PE4448 2816 N. Greenwood Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE4449 405 W. 28th Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4450 2629 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4451 411 W. 28th Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4452 219 E. Ash Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE4453 411 W. 28th Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4454 2627 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4455 2611 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4456 2621 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4457 2607 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4458 2617 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4459 2534 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4460 2605 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4461 2512 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4462 2603 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4463 2510 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4464 2528 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4466 2526 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4467 2419 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4468 2514 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

Page 2 of 10 



Effects Recommendations for all National Register of Historic Places-Eligible_ and -Listed Historic Properties within the Area of Potential Effects 

Resource 
Impact -Existing 1-25 Effect - Existing 1-25 Impact -Modified 1-25 Effect - Modified 1-25 

Identification Address SHPO Response 
Number 

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 

5PE4469 2415-17 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4471 2330 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4472 2427 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4473 2324-26 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4474 2405 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4475 2314 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4476 2401 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4477 2310 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4478 2322 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4479 2306 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4480 2318 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4481 101 W. 21st Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4482 2302 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4484 100 W. 23rd Street Full Acquisition Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4485 2026 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4486 2006 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4487 2020 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4488 2002 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4489 2015 N. Albany Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4491 201 7 N. Albany Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

Page 3 of10 



Effects Recommendations for all National Register of Historic Places-Eligible and -ListedHistoric Properties within the Area of Potential Effects 

Resource 
Impact -Existing 1-25 Effect - Existing 1-25 Impact -Modified 1-25 Effect - Modified 1-25 

Identification Address SHPO Response 
Number 

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 

5PE4493 2011 N. Albany Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4495 115 W. 20th Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4498 1415 N. Santa Fe Avenue Full Acquisition Adverse Effect Full Acqu isition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4499 1405 N. Santa Fe Avenue Full Acquisition Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4500 106 W. 15th Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4502 1210 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4503 1128 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4504 1300 N. Santa Fe Avenue Full Acqu isition Adverse Effect Full Acqu isition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4505 1012N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4506 1028 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4507 1102 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4509 620 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4510 902 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4512 524 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4513 418 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4514 416 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4515 410 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4516 412 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4518 408 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4520 402 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 
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Effects Recommendations for all National Register of Historic Places-Eligible and -ListedHistoric Pro'perties within the Area of Potential Effects 

Resource 
Impact -Existing 1-25 Effect - Existing 1-25 Impact -Modified 1-25 Effect - Modified 1-25 

Identification Address SHPO Response 
Number 

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 

5PE4557 219 E. 2nd Street Full Acquis ition Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4562 221 E. 2nd Street Full Acquisition Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4566 311 E. 3rd Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4581 329 E. River Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE4582 317 E. River Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE4583 313 E. River Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE4584 316 E. River Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE4585 311 E. River Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE4586 314 E. River Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4587 305 E. River Street Ind irect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4588 312 E. River Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4589 303 E. River Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4590 301 E. River Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4591 217 S. Bradford Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4592 218 S. Bradford Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4593 219 S. Bradford Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4594 220 S. Bradford Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4595 221 S. Bradford Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4596 222 S. Bradford Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4597 302 S. Bradford Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 
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Effects Recommendatio.ns for all National Register of Historic Places-Eligible and -Listed Historic Properties within the Area of Potential Effects 

Resource 
Impact -Existing 1-25 Effect - Existing 1-25 Impact -Modified 1-25 Effect- Modified 1-25 

Identification Address SHPO Response 
Number 

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 

5PE5013 224 N. Chester Avenue None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5015 719 Topeka Avenue None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5016 706 Hill Place None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5018 712 Hill Place None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5022 920 Egan Avenue None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

*5PE5042 1103-07 S. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect Partial Acquisition 

5PE5043 422 Kelly Avenue None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5044 410 Kelly Avenue None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5045 412 Kelly Avenue None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5050 736 Moffat Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5052 410 W 28th Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur Affected Affected 

5PE5054 2701 N. Grand Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5056 409 W 27th Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5057 403 W 27th Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5059 2224 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5062 413 E. Ash Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5064 404 E. Ash Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5067 421 Beech Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5068 423 Beech Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5069 425 Beech Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 
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Effects Recommendations for all National Register of Historic Places-Eligible and -Listed Historic Properties within the Area of Potential Effects 

Resource 
Impact -Existing 1-25 Effect - Existing 1-25 Impact -Modified 1-25 Effect - Modified 1-25 

Identification Address SHPO Response 
Number 

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 

5PE5106 950 Haven Place None 
NO Historic t-'roperues 

Indirect No Adverse Effect concur l\U~~•~,.i 

5PE5139 Colorado & Wyoming Railroad 
Relocation of Segment 

Adverse 
Relocation of Segment 

Adverse concur 
of Linear Resource of Linear Resource 

5PE5287 2621 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5288 2617 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5289 2615 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5290 2520 N. Freeway Full Acquisition Adverse Effect Full Acquis ition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5291 2516 N. Freeway Full Acquisition Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5292 2424 N. Freeway Full Acquisition Adverse Effect Ful l Acquis ition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5293 106 E. 24th Street Full Acquisition Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5294 107 E. 24th Street Full Acqu isition Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5295 2200 N. Freeway Full Acquisition Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5304 217 E. 2nd Street Full Acqu isition Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5517 North Side Historic District Partial Acquisition No Adverse Effect Partial Acquisition No Adverse Effect do not concur 

5PE5518 Second Ward Historic District Partial Acqu isition Adverse Effect Partial Acquis ition Adverse Effect concur 

Do not concur with 

5PE5519 The Grove Historic District Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect 
recommendation for Modified I-
25 Alt. Concur with Exisiting I-
25Alt. 

5PE5520 Corona Park Historic District Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5523 Steelworks Suburbs Historic District Partial Acquisition Adverse Effect Partial Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

ii/ be discussed in an Addendum 
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Effects Recommendations for all National Register of Historic Places-Eligible and -Listed Historic Properties within the Area of Potential Effects 

Resource 
Impact -Existing 1-25 Effect - Existing 1-25 Impact -Modified 1-25 Effect- Modified 1-25 

Identification Address SHPO Response 
Number 

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 

5PE486 Bessemer Ditch 
Alteration to Segment 

No Adverse Effect 
Impact To Segment of 

No Adverse Effect concur 
of Linear Resource Linear Resource 

5PE564 711 N. Albany Avenue Indirect Adverse Effect Indirect Adverse Effect concur 

5PE571 2723 Grand Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE584 426 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE586 Mineral Palace Park Partial Acquisition Adverse Effect Partial Acquis ition Adverse Effect concur 

Indirect Impact to 
Impact To Segment of 

*5PE1776 Union Pacific Railroad Segment of Linear 
Linear Resource no recommendation at this time 

Resource 

5PE3938 Santa Fe Avenue Bridge Full Acquisition Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4179 1612 E. Abriendo Avenue Indirect No Adve rse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4436 814 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4437 501 W. 29th Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE4438 331 Beech Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4439 325 Beech Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4440 323 Beech Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4441 321 Beech Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4443 2826 N. Greenwood Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE4444 2808 N. Greenwood Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE4445 2824 N. Greenwood Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur Affected Affected 

5PE4446 2814 N. Greenwood Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur Affected Affected 

5PE4447 2820 N. Greenwood Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 
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Effects Recommendations for all National Register of Historic Places-Eligible and -Listed Historic Properties within the Area of Potential Effects 

Resource 
Impact -Existing 1-25 Effect - Existing 1-25 Impact -Modified 1-25 Effect - Modified 1-25 

Identification Address SHPO Response 
Number 

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 

5PE4448 2816 N. Greenwood Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE4449 405 W. 28th Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4450 2629 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4451 411 W. 28th Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4452 219 E. Ash Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE4453 411 W. 28th Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4454 2627 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4455 2611 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4456 2621 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4457 2607 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4458 2617 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4459 2534 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4460 2605 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4461 2512 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4462 2603 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4463 2510 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4464 2528 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4466 2526 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4467 2419 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4468 2514 Court Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 
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Effects Recommendations for all National Register of Historic Places-Eligible_ and -Listed Historic Properties within the Area of Potential Effects 

Resource 
Impact -Existing 1-25 Effect - Existing 1-25 Impact -Modified 1-25 Effect - Modified 1-25 

Identification Address SHPO Response 
Number 

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 

5PE4469 2415-17 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4471 2330 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4472 2427 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4473 2324-26 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4474 2405 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4475 2314 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4476 2401 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4477 2310 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4478 2322 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4479 2306 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4480 2318 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4481 101 W. 21st Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4482 2302 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4484 100 W. 23rd Street Full Acquisition Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4485 2026 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4486 2006 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4487 2020 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4488 2002 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4489 2015 N. Albany Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4491 201 7 N. Albany Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 
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Effects Recommendations for all National Register of Historic Places-Eligible and -ListedHistoric Properties within the Area of Potential Effects 

Resource 
Impact -Existing 1-25 Effect - Existing 1-25 Impact -Modified 1-25 Effect - Modified 1-25 

Identification Address SHPO Response 
Number 

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 

5PE4493 2011 N. Albany Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4495 115 W. 20th Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4498 1415 N. Santa Fe Avenue Full Acquisition Adverse Effect Full Acqu isition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4499 1405 N. Santa Fe Avenue Full Acquisition Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4500 106 W. 15th Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4502 1210 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4503 1128 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4504 1300 N. Santa Fe Avenue Full Acqu isition Adverse Effect Full Acqu isition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4505 1012N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4506 1028 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4507 1102 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4509 620 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4510 902 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4512 524 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4513 418 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4514 416 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4515 410 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4516 412 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4518 408 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4520 402 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 
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Effects Recommendations for all National Register of Historic Places-Eligible and -ListedHistoric Pro'perties within the Area of Potential Effects 

Resource 
Impact -Existing 1-25 Effect - Existing 1-25 Impact -Modified 1-25 Effect - Modified 1-25 

Identification Address SHPO Response 
Number 

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 

5PE4557 219 E. 2nd Street Full Acquis ition Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4562 221 E. 2nd Street Full Acquisition Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4566 311 E. 3rd Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4581 329 E. River Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE4582 317 E. River Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE4583 313 E. River Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE4584 316 E. River Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE4585 311 E. River Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE4586 314 E. River Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4587 305 E. River Street Ind irect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4588 312 E. River Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4589 303 E. River Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4590 301 E. River Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4591 217 S. Bradford Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4592 218 S. Bradford Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4593 219 S. Bradford Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4594 220 S. Bradford Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4595 221 S. Bradford Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4596 222 S. Bradford Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE4597 302 S. Bradford Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 
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Effects Recommendatio.ns for all National Register of Historic Places-Eligible and -Listed Historic Properties within the Area of Potential Effects 

Resource 
Impact -Existing 1-25 Effect - Existing 1-25 Impact -Modified 1-25 Effect- Modified 1-25 

Identification Address SHPO Response 
Number 

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 

5PE5013 224 N. Chester Avenue None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5015 719 Topeka Avenue None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5016 706 Hill Place None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5018 712 Hill Place None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5022 920 Egan Avenue None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

*5PE5042 1103-07 S. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect Partial Acquisition 

5PE5043 422 Kelly Avenue None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5044 410 Kelly Avenue None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5045 412 Kelly Avenue None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5050 736 Moffat Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5052 410 W 28th Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur Affected Affected 

5PE5054 2701 N. Grand Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5056 409 W 27th Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5057 403 W 27th Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5059 2224 N. Main Street Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5062 413 E. Ash Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5064 404 E. Ash Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5067 421 Beech Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5068 423 Beech Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 

5PE5069 425 Beech Street None 
No Historic Properties 

None 
No Historic Properties 

concur 
Affected Affected 
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Effects Recommendations for all National Register of Historic Places-Eligible and -Listed Historic Properties within the Area of Potential Effects 

Resource 
Impact -Existing 1-25 Effect - Existing 1-25 Impact -Modified 1-25 Effect - Modified 1-25 

Identification Address SHPO Response 
Number 

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 

5PE5106 950 Haven Place None 
NO Historic t-'roperues 

Indirect No Adverse Effect concur l\U~~•~,.i 

5PE5139 Colorado & Wyoming Railroad 
Relocation of Segment 

Adverse 
Relocation of Segment 

Adverse concur 
of Linear Resource of Linear Resource 

5PE5287 2621 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5288 2617 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5289 2615 N. Santa Fe Avenue Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5290 2520 N. Freeway Full Acquisition Adverse Effect Full Acquis ition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5291 2516 N. Freeway Full Acquisition Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5292 2424 N. Freeway Full Acquisition Adverse Effect Ful l Acquis ition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5293 106 E. 24th Street Full Acquisition Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5294 107 E. 24th Street Full Acqu isition Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5295 2200 N. Freeway Full Acquisition Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5304 217 E. 2nd Street Full Acqu isition Adverse Effect Full Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5517 North Side Historic District Partial Acquisition No Adverse Effect Partial Acquisition No Adverse Effect do not concur 

5PE5518 Second Ward Historic District Partial Acqu isition Adverse Effect Partial Acquis ition Adverse Effect concur 

Do not concur with 

5PE5519 The Grove Historic District Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect 
recommendation for Modified I-
25 Alt. Concur with Exisiting I-
25Alt. 

5PE5520 Corona Park Historic District Indirect No Adverse Effect Indirect No Adverse Effect concur 

5PE5523 Steelworks Suburbs Historic District Partial Acquisition Adverse Effect Partial Acquisition Adverse Effect concur 

ii/ be discussed in an Addendum 
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Colorado Department of Transportation 
Richard Zamora, Project Manager 
905 Erie St. 
Pueblo, CO 81001 
May 18, 2010 

Dear Sir; 

I am writing to protest the widening of 1-25 through Pueblo. 

First of all, the book was very confusing. There seems to be no rhyme nor reason to the 
numbering system. The descriptions and maps jump from north to south, back and forth 
making it very difficult to find particular streets or neighborhoods. The maps do not match the 
descriptions next to them. Even the lists of properties jump around from one part town to 
another. Why are the sections not numbered consecutively from north to south? ls it to 
deliberately confuse the reader? By the way, there are no street names on map labeled exhibit 
7-3. 

I am stunned by the number of properties, both residential and business, that are to be 
destroyed. Do these property owners know that COOT will be taking their property? What 
about people who rent? Where do they go? Does anyone care? 

You are planning to destroy whole historic neighborhoods. Isn't it enough that COOT destroyed 
most of these areas in the 1950's? Now you want to take what is left. What is the point in 
designating a property of historic significance if you are just going to destroy it? 
The Bessemer Steel Museum being a case in point, you are planning to destroy some of the 
historical elements, not the buildings actually housing the museum, but other historica l 
elements that added to the history of the mill. And t he highway will be practically at their 
doorstep. Do you understand what the steel mill means to Pueblo, both historically and now? 
Are you aware of how many years and how many people, both local and statewide worked to 
bring that museum to fruition? Not to menUon the amount of grant money it has brought to 
Pueblo. 

We do not have ttle amount of traffic that would warrant such a huge expansion of the 
highway, nor do I see Pueblo growing to that size in the next 20-40 years. Why don't you just 
repair the road (lt has potholes). Also, I don't understand the need for such a huge 
interchange at the Abriendo exit. It takes out the whole neighborhood! Surely there is a better 
way to build this section. And. of course, I have not even mentioned Mineral Palace Park whkh 
is a travesty and yes, I have seen the mitigation plan. 

I am totally against this project, I see no need for it. 
~ 

Siv~~L 
d.Alber 
705 Polk St 
Pueblo, Co 81004 

Cc to: Wade Broadhead 
Pueblo Regional Planning 
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STATE OF COLORADO 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

May27, 2010 

Mr. Edward C. Nichols 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
History Colorado 
1560 Broadway, Suite 400 
Denver, CO 80202 

~OT! 
---15555 -l~ • 
~ENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

SUBJECT: Addendum Report/Eligibility and Effects Determinations, Project IM 0251-156, New 
Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement (CHS #44746) 

Dear Mr. Nichols: 

This letter and enclosed report constitute a request for concurrence on eligibility and effects 
determinations and for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) referenced above. As you will recall, 
the EIS will be used to determine potential environmental impacts for proposed capacity improvements 
along an eight mile segment ofl-25 in Pueblo between the interchanges at Pueblo Boulevard (milepos~ 
94) and 29 Street (milepost 102). CDOT has been consulting with your office since 2004. Our most 
recent submittal in April 2010 included effects determinations for 196 properties in the project APE. 

Eligibility and Effect Determinations 
The enclosed addendum includes eligibility and effects determinations for six properties: 

Four linear resources: Three railroads and their associated segments, including the Union Pacific 
Railroad (5PE1776/5PE1776.15/5PE1776.16), Missouri Pacific (5PE1899/5PE1899.l), 
Burlington Northern Santa Fe (5PE7261/5PE7261.l) and one stone retaining wall (5PE6937.l). 

• Two industrial properties: Ace Enterprises (5PE7298) and Newton Lumber Company (5PE5042). 

New site forms were completed for 5PE1776.15, 5PE1776.16, 5PE7261.l, 5PE7298, and 5PE6937.l. 
Re-evaluation forms were completed for 5PE1899.l and 5PE5042. Below is a table that summarizes the 
eligibility of these properties and effects determinations based on the Exiting and Modified Alternatives. 
Please see the attached report and site forms for more information. 

Resource Number 
Property 

NRHP Eligibility 
Resource Existing .· . ModiOed . 

> Name Type Alternat.ive """ ,Alternative 
5PE1776 (segments Union Pacific Entire resource eligible, 

linear Adverse Effect 
No Adverse 

1776.15, 1776.16) Railroad segments retain integrity Effect 
5PE1899 (segment Missouri Entire resource eligible, 

linear 
No Adverse No Adverse 

1899.1) Pacific Railroad sel!Illents retain integrity Effect Effect 

5PE7261 (segment 
Burlington 

Entire resource Eligible, No Adverse No Adverse Northern Santa linear 
7261.1) Fe Railway 

segments retain integrity Effect Effect 

Colorado 
Effects deter. 

5PE6937 (segment 
Smelting Co. Eligible linear 

pending 
Adverse Effect 

6937.1) 
retaining walls 

additional 
information 



Mr. Nichols 
May26, 2010 
Page2 

Resource Number 

5PE7298 

5PE5042 

Property 
Name 

Ace Enterprises 

Newton 
Lumber 

Smithsonian Site Number Chanees 

NRHP Eligibility 
Resource 

Tvne 

Not eligible industrial 

Eligible industrial 

Existing Modified 
Alternative Alternative 

No Historic No Historic 
Properties Properties 
Affected Affected 
No Adverse No Adverse 
Effect Effect 

The report also includes Smithsonian site number changes for six properties that were addressed in 
previous consultation. The six properties were originally assigned individual site numbers but actually 
share the same boundary with other properties. Therefore these properties have been combined under 
single site numbers, as noted in the table below. The attached re-evaluation forms formalize these 
revisions. 

Separate Site N:umbers/One )Joundarv Revised Site Number 
·-

5PE4505 & 5PE4508 5PE4505 

5PE4522 & 5PE4524 5PE4522 

5PE5080 & 5PE508 I 5PE5080 

Boundary Revision 
CDOT proposes a minor boundary revision for the Newton Lumber Company (5PE5042), a property that 
was evaluated as eligible in consultation with your office in August 2009. The remains of two railroad 
spurs were recently discovered along the western boundary of the property and were determined to have a 
historical association with the property. The boundary has been revised to include these spurs and effects 
determinations were completed for the two alternatives (see table above). Please see the re-evaluation 
form for more information. 

This information has been sent to the City of Pueblo Planning Office, Colorado Preservation Inc., and the 
Mountains/Plains Office of the National Trust for Historic Preservation for review. We will provide you 
with copies of consulting party responses. As you know, CPI and the Trust recently requested consulting 
party status for this project. 

We request your concurrence with the determinations of eligibility and effects and your agreement with 
the boundary revision for 5PE5042. If you require additional information, please contact CDOT Senior 
Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303)512-4258. 

Enclosures: 
Addendum Report and Site forms 

cc: Lisa Streisfeld, COOT Region 2 (w/o enclosures) 
Chris Hom, FHWA (w/o enclosures) 



STATE OF COLORADO 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

May 27, 2010 

Mr. Wade Broadhead 
Planner/HPC Staffer 
Department of Planning & Community Development 
211 East D. Street 
Pueblo, CO 81003 

rtiJ1or! .... ...-,5555 ~~ 
~ENT OFTRANSPOR:TATION 

SUBJECT: Addendum Report/Eligibility and Effects Determinations, Project IM 0251-156, New 
Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement (CHS #44746) 

Dear Mr. Broadhead: 

This letter and enclosed report constitute a request for comments on eligibility and effects determinations 
and for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) referenced above. As you will recall, the EIS will be 
used to determine potential environmental impacts for proposed capacity improvements along an ei~ht 
mile segment ofl-25 in Pueblo between the interchanges at Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) and 29 
Street (milepost 102). CDOT has been consulting with your office since 2004. Our most recent submittal 
in April 2010 included effects determinations for 196 properties in the project APE. 

Eligibility and Effect Determinations 
The enclosed addendum includes eligibility and effects determinations for six properties: 

• Four linear resources: Three railroads and their associated segments, including the Union Pacific 
Railroad (5PE1776/5PE1776.15/5PE1776.16), Missouri Pacific (5PE1899/5PE1899. l), 
Burlington Northern Santa Fe (5PE7261/5PE7261.l) and one stone retaining wall (5PE6937.l). 
Two industrial properties: Ace Enterprises (5PE7298) and Newton Lumber Company (5PE5042). 

New site forms were completed for 5PE1776.15, 5PE1776.16, 5PE7261.l, 5PE7298, and 5PE6937.l. 
Re-evaluation forms were completed for .5PE1899.1and5PE5042. Below is a table that summarizes the 
eligibility of these properties and effects determinations based on the Exiting and Modified Alternatives. 
Please see the attached report and site forms for more information. 

Resource Number 
Property 

NRHP Eligibility 
Resource Existing Modified 

Name TY Pe Alternative ~l~ernative 
5PEl776 (segments Union Pacific Entire resource eligible, 

linear Adverse Effect 
No Adverse 

1776.15, 1776.16) Railroad segments retain integrity Effect 
5PE1899 (segment Missouri Entire resource eligible, 

linear No Adverse No Adverse 
1899.l) Pacific Railroad segments retain integrity Effect Effect 

5PE7261 (segment 
Burlington 

Entire resource Eligible, No Adverse No Adverse 
Northern Santa linear 

7261.1) Fe Railway 
segments retain integrity Effect Effect 

Colorado 
Effects deter. 

5PE6937 (segment 
Smelting Co. Eligible linear 

pending 
Adverse Effect 

6937.1) retaining walls additional 
information 
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Resource Number 

5PE7298 

5PE5042 

Property 
Name 

Ace Enterprises 

Newton 
Lumber 

Smithsonian Site Number Changes 

NRHP Eligibility 
Resource 

Type 

Not eligible industrial 

Eligible industrial 

Existing Modified 
Alternative Alternative 

No Historic No Historic 
Properties Properties 
Affected Affected 
No Adverse No Adverse 
Effect Effect 

The report also includes Smithsonian site number changes for six properties that were addressed in 
previous consultation. The six properties were originally assigned individual site numbers but actually 
share the same boundary with other properties. Therefore these properties have been combined under 
single site numbers, as noted in the table below. The attached re-evaluation forms formalize these 
revisions. 

Seoarate Site Nu{llbers/One Boundary Revised Site Num}>er 

5PE4505 & 5PE4508 5PE4505 

5PE4522 & 5PE4524 5PE4522 

5PE5080 & 5PE508 l 5PE5080 

Boundary Revision 
CDOT proposes a minor boundary revision for the Newton Lumber Company (5PE5042), a property that 
was evaluated as eligible in consultation with your office in August 2009. The remains of two railroad 
spurs were recently discovered along the western boundary of the property and were determined to have a 
historical association with the property. The boundary has been revised to include these spurs and effects 
determinations were completed for the two alternatives (see table above). Please see the re-evaluation 
form for more information. 

This .information has been sent to the SHPO, Colorado Preservation Inc., and the Mountains/Plains Office 
of the National Trust for Historic Preservation for review. 

As a consulting party, we welcome your comments on these determinations. With past submittals for this 
project, your office has acted as the main contact and has facilitated reviews with the other consulting 
parties for this project. We have provided an additional hard copy and CD of the Addendum report to 
assist in this process. If you require additional information, please contact CDOT Senior Staff Historian 
Lisa Schoch at (303)512-4258. 

Very truly yours, 

am, Manager 
Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: 
Addendum Report and CD (2 copies) 

cc: Lisa Streisfeld, CDOT Region 2 (w/o enclosures) 
Chris Hom, FHWA (w/o enclosures) 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

May27, 2010 

Ms. Amy Cole 
National Trust for Historic Preservation 
Mountains/Plains Office 
535 16th Street, Suite 750 
Denver, CO 80202 

STATE OF COLORADO 

SUBJECT: Eligibility and Effects Determinations, CDOT Project IM 0251-156, New Pueblo 
Freeway Environmental Impact Statement (CHS #44746) 

Dear Ms. Cole: 

Thank you for your letter dated April 29, 2010 in which you requested participation as a Section 106 
consulting party for the project referenced above pursuant to 3 6 CFR 800 .2( c )( 5). This letter and 
enclosed reports constitute a request for your comments on Determinations of Eligibility and Effects, and 
additional findings associated with the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) referenced above. The EIS 
will be used to determine potential environmental impacts for proposed capacity improvements along an 
eight mile segment of 1-25 in Pueblo between the interchanges at Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) and 29th 
Street (milepost 102). 

Previous Section 106 Consultation 
Section 106 consultation for this project has been ongoing since 2002 .. CDOT has consulted with the 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the City of Pueblo, who represented the additional 
consulting parties, including the Bessemer Historical Society and the Pueblo County Historical Society. 
The project Area of Potential Effects (APE) and survey methodology were identified in a series of 
meetings in 2002 and 2003, and formalized via correspondence in September 2004. CDOT consulted on 
eligibility determinations in July 2007, October 2008, March 2009, and August 2009. In early April 
2010, CDOT submitted the enclosed Determination of Effects report to the SHPO and consulting parties 
and just recently sent the enclosed Addendum report to these parties. This submittal includes both of 
those reports for your review. 

Determination of Effects to Historic Properties Report 
The Determination of Effects Report includes an analysis of impacts of the No Action Alternative, 
descriptions of the direct and indirect impacts of the Proposed Build Alternatives, effects determinations 
of the Build Alternatives on historic properties, and proposed mitigation measures for adverse effects. 
The report includes effects determinations for 196 properties that were either determined National 
Register eligible or are being· treated as eligible for the purposes of Section 106. This includes five 
proposed historic districts that have a combined total of 587 contributing properties. Please see the report 
for more specific information about the effects determinations. The SHPO recently provided comments 
on the findings in this report. We have enclosed the SHPO response for your information. 
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Also included for your use is a spreadsheet that lists the properties, summarizes the types of effects by 
alternative, and includes the effects determination for each Build Alternative. That spreadsheet is 
included herewith in hard copy, but we will also forward it to your office electronically. Please note that 
the Newton Lumber Company (5PE5042) and the Union Pacific Railroad (5PE1776) are listed in the 
enclosed table, but effects determinations for these properties are addressed in the Addendum report. 

We have also enclosed a copy of the New Pueblo Freeway Aesthetics Guidelines, which provides an 
overview of proposed aesthetic treatments for the project corridor, including a conceptual drawing of the 
restoration plan for the historic Mineral Palace Park. The Determination of Effects Report references the 
Aesthetics Guidelines so we have included it for reference and information purposes only. We are not 
requesting comments on these guidelines. 

Addendum to the Determination of Effects Report 
This report was assembled after the enclosed Determination of Effects Report was finalized and submitted 
for review to SHPO and the other consulting parties in April 2010. It includes properties that were either 
not addressed in previous consultation efforts or have been updated and require additional consultation. 
This report includes eligibility and effects determinations, proposed changes to site numbers, and a 
property boundary revision. 

Eligibility and Effect Determinations 
The enclosed addendum includes eligibility and effects de~erminations for six properties: 

• Four linear resources: Three railroads and their associated segments, including the Union Pacific 
Railroad ( 5PE 1776/5PE1776.15/SPE 177 6.1-6), Missouri Pacific (SPE l 899/SPE 1899 .1 ), 
Burlington Northern Santa Fe(5PE7261/5PE7261.1) and one stone retaining wall (5PE6937.1). 

• Two industrial properties: Ace Enterprises (5PE7298) and Newton Lumber Company (5PE5042). 

New site forms were completed for 5PE1776.15, 5PE1776.16, 5PE7261.1, 5PE7298, and 5PE6937.1. 
Re-evaluation forms were completed for 5PE1899.1and5PE5042. Below is a table that summarizes the 
eligibility of these properties and effects determinations based on the Exiting and Modified Alternatives. 
Please see the attached report and site forms for more information. 

Property NRHP Eligibility Resource Existing· . Modified Resource Number Name Type Alternative Alternative 
5PE1776 (segments Union Pacific Entire resource eligible, linear Adverse Effect No Adverse 
1776.15, 1776.16) Railroad segments retain integrity Effect 
5PE1899 (segment Missouri Entire resource eligible, linear No Adverse No Adverse 
1899.1) Pacific Railroad segments retain integrity Effect Effect 

5PE7261 (segment 
Burlington 

Entire resource Eligible, No Adverse No Adverse Northern Santa linear 7261.1) Fe Railway segments retain integrity Effect Effect 

Colorado Effects deter. 
5PE6937 (segment Smelting Co. Eligible linear pending Adverse Effect 
6937.1) retaining walls additional 

information 
No Historic No Historic 

5PE7298 Ace Enterprises Not eligible industrial Properties Properties 
Affected Affected 

5PE5042 
Newton Eligible industrial 

No Adverse No Adverse 
Lumber Effect Effect 
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Smithsonian Site Number Changes 
The report also includes Smithsonian site number changes for six properties that were addressed in 
previous consultation. The six properties were originally assigned individual site numbers but actually 
share the same boundary with other properties. Therefore these properties have been combined under 
single site numbers, as noted in the table below. The attached re-evaluation forms formalize these 
rev1s1ons. 

Separate Site Numbers/One Boundary Revised Site Number 
5PE4505 & 5PE4508 5PE4505 

5PE4522 & 5PE4524 5PE4522 

5PE5080 & 5PE508 l 5PE5080 

Boundary Revision 
CDOT proposes a minor boundary revision for the Newton Lumber Company (5PE5042), a property that 
was evaluated as eligible in August 2009. The remains of two railroad spurs were recently discovered 
along the western boundary of the property and were det_ermined to have a historical association with the 
property. The boundary has been revised to include these spurs and effects determinations were 
completed for the two alternatives (see table above). Please see the re-evaluation form for more 
information. 

As a Section 106 consulting party, we welcome your comments on these determinations. Given the size 
of this submittal, we are aware that the standard 30-day review time frame may not be sufficient. Should 
you require additional time, please contact CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303)512-4258 as 
soon as possible to discuss a reasonable extension period. If you require additional information, please 
also contact Ms. Schoch. 

f1o't Brad Beckham, Manager 
(J Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: 
Determination of Effects report 
Determination of Effects CD 
Effects Recommendations Response Table 
New Pueblo Freeway Aesthetics Guidelines 
Addendum Report 

cc: Lisa Streisfeld, COOT Region 2 (w/o enclosures) 
Chris Hom, FHWA (w/o enclosures) 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

May27, 2010 

Mr. Patrick A. Eidman 
Colorado Preservation, Inc. 
333 W. Colfax Avenue, Suite 300 
Denver, CO 80204 

STATE OF COLORADO 

~ ---­P:.---DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

SUBJECT: Eligibility and Effects Determinations, CDOT Project IM 0251-156, New Pueblo 
Freeway Environmental Impact Statement (CHS #44746) 

Dear Mr. Eidman: 

Thank you for your letter dated May 5, 2010 in which you requested participation as a Section 106 
consulting party for the project referenced above pursuant to 36 CFR 800.2( c )(5). This letter and 
enclosed reports constitute a request for your comments on Determinations of Eligibility and Effects, and 
additional findings associated with the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) referenced above. The EIS 
will be used to determine potential environmental impacts for proposed capacity improvements along an 
eight mile segment ofl-25 in Pueblo between the interchanges at Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) and 29th 
Street (milepost 102). 

Previous Section 106 Consultation 
Section 106 consultation for this project has been ongoing since 2002. CDOT has consulted with the 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the City of Pueblo, who represented the additional 
consulting parties, including the Bessemer Historical Society and the Pueblo County Historical Society. 
The project Area of Potential Effects (APE) and survey methodology were identified in a series of 
meetings in 2002 and 2003, and formalized via correspondence in September 2004. CDOT consulted on 
eligibility determinations in July 2007, October 2008, March 2009, and August 2009. In early April 
2010, CDOT submitted the enclosed Determination of Effects report to the SHPO and consulting parties 
and just recently sent the enclosed Addendum report to these parties. This submittal includes both of 
those reports for your review. 

Determination of Effects to Historic Properties Report 
The Determination of Effects Report includes an analysis of impacts of the No Action Alternative, 
descriptions of the direct and indirect impacts of the Proposed Build Alternatives, effects determinations 
of the Build Alternatives on historic properties, and proposed mitigation measures for adverse effects. 
The report includes effects determinations for 196 properties that were either determined National 
Register eligible or are being treated as eligible for the purposes of Section 106. This includes five 
proposed historic districts that have a combined total of 587 contributing properties. Please see the report 
for more specific information about the effects determinations. The SHPO recently provided comments 
on the findings in this report. We have enclosed the SHPO response for your information. 

Also included for your use is a spreadsheet that lists the properties, summarizes the types of effects by 
alternative, and includes the effects determination for each Build Alternative. That spreadsheet is 
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included herewith in hard copy, but we will also forward it to your office electronically. Please note that 
the Newton Lumber Company (5PE5042) and the Union Pacific Railroad (5PE1776) are listed in the 
enclosed table, but effects determinations for these properties are addressed in the Addendum report. 

We have also enclosed a copy of the New Pueblo Freeway Aesthetics Guidelines, which provides an 
overview of proposed aesthetic treatments for the project corridor, including a conceptual drawing of the 
restoration plan for the historic Mineral Palace Park. The Determination of Effects Report references the 
Aesthetics Guidelines so we have included it for reference and information purposes only. We are not 
requesting comments on these guidelines. 

Addendum to the Determination of Effects Report 
This report was assembled after the enclosed Determination of Effects Report was finalized and submitted 
for review to SHPO and the other consulting parties in April 2010. It includes properties that were either 
not addressed in previous consultation efforts or have been updated and require additional consultation. 
This report includes eligibility and effects determinations, proposed changes to site numbers, and a 
property boundary revision. 

Eligibility and Effect Determinations 
The enclosed addendum includes eligibility and effects determinations for six properties: 

Four linear resources: Three railroads and their associated segments, including the Union Pacific 
Railroad (5PE1776/5PE1776.15/5PE 1776.16), Missouri Pacific (SPEl 899/5PE 1899.1), 
Burlington Northern Santa Fe (5PE7261/5PE7261.l) and one stone retaining wall (5PE6937.l). 
Two industrial properties: Ace Enterprises (5PE7298) and Newton Lumber Company (5PES042). 

New site forms were completed for 5PE1776.15, 5PE1776.16, 5PE7261.1, SPE7298, and SPE6937.1. 
Re-evaluation forms were completed for SPE 1899 .1 and SPES042. Below is a table that summarizes the 
eligibility of these properties and effects determinations based on the Exiting and Modified Alternatives. 
Please see the attached report and site forms for more information. 

Resource Number Property NRHP Eligibility 
Resource Existing Modified 

Name ·. Type Alternative Alternative 
SPEI 776 (segments Union Pacific Entire resource eligible, 

linear Adverse Effect No Adverse 
1776.15, 1776.16) Railroad segments retain integrity Effect 
5PE1899 (segment Missouri Entire resource eligible, 

linear 
No Adverse No Adverse 

1899.l) Pacific Railroad seJ?;ments retain integrity Effect Effect 

5PE7261 (segment Burlington 
Entire resource Eligible, No Adverse No Adverse 

Northern Santa linear 
7261.1) 

Fe Railway 
segments retain integrity Effect Effect 

Colorado 
Effects deter. 

5PE6937 (segment 
Smelting Co. Eligible linear 

pending 
Adverse Effect 

6937.1) 
retaining walls 

additional 
information 
No Historic No Historic 

5PE7298 Ace Enterprises Not eligible industrial Properties Properties 
Affected Affected 

5PE5042 
Newton 

Eligible industrial 
No Adverse No Adverse 

Lumber Effect Effect 
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Smithsonian Site Number Changes 
The report also includes Smithsonian site number changes for six properties that were addressed in 
previous consultation. The six properties were originally assigned individual site numbers but actually 
share the same boundary with other properties. Therefore these properties have been combined under 
single site numbers, as noted in the table below. The attached re-evaluation forms formalize these 
revisions. 

Separate Site Numbers/One Boundarv Revised Site Number 
5PE4505 & 5PE4508 5PE4505 

5PE4522 & 5PE4524 5PE4522 

5PE5080 & 5PE508 l 5PE5080 

Boundary Revision 
COOT proposes a minor boundary revision for the Newton Lumber Company (5PE5042), a property that 
was evaluated as eligible in August 2009. The remains of two railroad spurs were recently discovered 
along the western boundary of the property and were determined to have a historical association with the 
property. The boundary has been revised to include these spurs and effects determinations were 
completed for the two alternatives (see table above). Please see the re-evaluation form for more 
information. 

As a Section 106 consulting party, we welcome your comments on these determinations. Given the size 
of this submittal, we are aware that the standard 30-day review time frame may not be sufficient. Should 
you require additional time, please contact COOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303)512-4258 as 
soon as possible to discuss a reasonable extension period. If you require additional information, please 
also contact Ms. Schoch. 

Enclosures: 
Determination of Effects report 
Determination of Effects CD 
Effects Recommendations Response Table 
New Pueblo Freeway Aesthetics Guidelines 
Addendum Report 

cc: Lisa Streisfeld, CDOT Region 2 (w/o enclosures) 
Chris Hom, FHW A (w/o enclosures) 



i<f~ OFFICE of ARCHA EOLOGY and HISTORIC PRES E RVATION 

June 1, 2010 

Dan Jepson 
Senior Staff Archaeologist and Ct1ltt1ral Resot1rce Program Manager 
Environmental Progra1ns Branch 
4201 E. Arkansas Ave. 
Denver, CO 80222 

Re: Determinations of Effects for Archaeological Sites, CDOT l)roject IJ\tf-0251 -156, Ne\v 
Pueblo Freeway EIS, Pueblo County (CHS #43967) 

Dear Mr. Jepson, 

Thanl\: you for your correspondence dated April 16, 2010 (received by our office on April 21, 2010) 
and the documentation provided regarding the subject project. 

Following our review of the docwnentation provided, '\Ve concur \vith the follo'\ving determinations 
of effect: 

1. Should the ''Modified'' Alternative be selected, sites 5PE5458 and 5PE5483 would be 
adversely affected, and a finding of adverse effect \vould be appropriate \\-'1th specific 
reference to these two sites. 

2. Should the ''Modified'' Alternative be selected, 5PE5408, 5PE5431, and 5PE5467 '\vould not 
be affected and a finding of no historic properties affected '\vould be appropriate \vith 
specific reference to these three sites only. 

3. Should either the No Action Alternative or ''Existing'' A lternatives be selected, ~l finrung of 
no historic properties affected vvould be appropriate with specific refere11ce to the 
following sites: 5PE5458, 5PE5483, 5PE5408, 5PE5431, and 5PE5467. 

Thank you for th.e opportunity to comment. We look forward to continued consultation on tl1e 
New Pueblo Freeway Project. If we may be of further assistance please contact Shina du Vall, 
Section 106 Compliance Manager, at (303) 866-4674 or slU.na.duvall@cl1s.st.ate.co.us. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ ' 
~~:;E;d-;ward C. Nichols 

, 

State Historic Preservation Officer 
ECN/SAD 

COLORADO HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

1300 BROADW A y DENYER Co LO RADO 80203 TEL 303/866-339 5 FAX 303/866-27 11 www.coloradohistory-oahp.org 
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=~i OFFICE of ARCHAEOLOGY a nd H ISTORIC PRESERVATION 

June 14, 2010 

Brad Beckham 
Manager 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Denver, CO 80222 

Re: Addendum Report/Eligibility and Effects Determinations, Project IM 0251 -1 56, 
New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement. (CHS #44746) 

Dear Mr. Beckman: 

Thank you for your correspondence dated May 27, 2010 and received by our office on 
June 2, 20 10 regarding the review of the above-mentioned project under Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106). 

After review of the provided information, we concur with the recommended find ings of 
National Register eligibility for the properties listed below. 

• 5PE. l 776. Including segments 5PE.1 776. 16 and 5PE.1 776. l 6. 
• 5PE. l 899. Including segment 5PE.1899 .1. 
• 5PE. 726 1. Including segment 5PE. 7261.1. 
• 5PE.5042. We concur with the historic boundary adjustment. 
• 5PE.6937. Including 5PE.6937. 1. 
• 5PE.7261. Including 5PE.726 1.1. 
• 5PE.7298 

After review of the recommended assessment of adverse effect under Section 106, we 
concur with the findings of effect for the historic properties listed below. 

• 5PE. 1899 
• 5PE.5042. We concur with the recommended finding of no adverse effect under 

the Existing I-25 Alternative because the rail spurs lack integrity and does not 
support the overall eligibility of the entire site. 

• 5PE.6937 
• 5PE.7261 
• 5PE.7298 

COLORADO HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

1300 BROADWAY DENV ER CO L ORADO 80203 TEL 303/866-3395 FAX 303/866-2711 www.coloradohistory-oahp.org 



We are not able to concur with the recommended assessment of adverse effect under 
Section 106 for the historic properties listed below. 

• SPE.1776. We concur with the finding of adverse effect under the Existing 
Alternative, but we are not able to concur with the finding of no adverse effect 
under the Modified Alternative. Part of a segment that supports the overall 
eligibility of an entire linear resource, SPE.1776, is being destroyed. According 
to 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i), the destruction of damage to part of a property is 
defined as an adverse effect. 

• SPE.5042. We are not able to concur with the recommended finding of no adverse 
effect at this time. According to the survey report, "the eastern portion of the rails 
(leading up to the buildings and between the buildings) retains a much greater 
degree of integrity" than the western edge of the spur. Does CDOT feel that the 
eastern portion retains integrity and supports the overall eligibility of the 
property? 

If unidentified archaeological resources are discovered during construction, work 
must be interrupted until the resources have been evaluated in terms of the National 
Register criteria, 36 CRF 60.4, in consultation with thjs office. 

We request being involved in the consultation process with the local government, 
which as stipulated in 36 CFR 800.3 is required to be notified of the undertaking, and 
with other consulting parties. Additional information provided by the local 
government or consulting parties might cause our office to re-evaluate our eligibility 
and potential effect findings. 

Please note that our compliance letter does not end the 30-day review period provided 
to other consulting parties. 

If we may be of further assistance, please contact Arny Pallante, our Section 106 
Compliance Manager, at (303) 866-4678. 

Sincerely, 

-/vb u r 
I Edward C. Nichols 
(/--- State Historic Preservation Officer 

Project IM 0251-156 
CHS #44746 
June 14, 2010 
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News From 

The Colorado Department 
of Transportation 

June 22, 2010 
(303) 757-9431 

ww\v .dot.sr;\te.co 
.us 

Contact: Bob Wilson, CDOT Public Relations, 

1-25 PAVING THROUGH PUEBLO SET TO ST ART 

PUEBLO -The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) begins paving Interstate 25 

through Pueblo next week. In addition to rotomilling and resurfacing the highway, the project includes 

new guardrails and signing, earthwork, seeding and striping. 

Work begins on Monday night, June 28. Northbound and/or southbound I-25 will be reduced to a 

single lane at various locations between the south Pueblo city limit (mile 92) and the U.S. 50 interchange 

(Exit 100), during the following hours: 

• South of Indiana Avenue: Sunday through Thursday, 6 p .m. to 6:30 a.m.; Monday 

through Friday, 8:30 a.m. to 4 p.m. (daytime work planned during latter stage of project) 

• North oflndiana Avenue: Sundays, 10 p .m. to 6:30 a.m.; Monday through Thursday, 9 

p.m. to 6:30 a.m. 

The speed limit will be reduced to 45 mph and vehicles wider than 12 feet will be prohibited from 

traveling through the work zone during project hours. 

In addition, two full-time (2417), single lane closures will be required for a couple of weeks on I-

25 for inlet and pipe work, and construction of a new concrete median barrier. The round-the-clock 

closures will accelerate the work schedule, allowing the lanes to reopen sooner. 

New expansion joints also will be installed on numerous bridges and overpasses, including 

Pueblo Boulevard, Indiana, Central, and Abriendo avenues, the Arkansas River, Santa Fe Drive, at Jlex, 

"Drivers should plan on a little extra travel time since we'll usually only have one lane open to 

traffic in each direction," says CDOT Project Engineer Rod Abbott. "Delays shouldn't be too extensive 



since all the work that impacts traffic is taking place at night. "However, we're urging drivers to please 

obey the reduced speed limit because lots of activities will be taking place when the visibility is 

significantly reduced and we need to maintain a safe environment for both the traveling public and our 

construction crews." 

To minimize traffic impacts, there will be no lane closures during the National Little Britches 

Rodeo Finals, between July 26 and 31, and the State Fair, Aug. 28 to Sept. 7. 

The $5.4 million project is scheduled for completion in October 2010. Lafarge West Inc. of 

Longmont, Colo. is the prime contractor. 

Updated information regarding traffic impacts on this or other CDOT projects is available 

at www.dot.state.eo.us/Travellnfo/currentcond/ or by calling 511. To receive project updates via 

e-mail, visit W\Vw.coloradodot.info and click on the cell-phone icon in the upper right-hand 

comer. The link takes you to a list of items you can subscribe to, including Southeast Colorado. 

### 

taking care to get you there 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Region 2 
Planning and Environmental Division 
1480 Quail Lake Loop 
Colorado Springs, CO 80906 
(719) 227·-3248 voice 
(719) 227-3298 fax 

July 15, 2010 

Ms. Donna Alber 
705 Polk Street 
Pueblo, Colorado 81004 

r£Cilpor! ----........_ tr.- .. - -D~l'ARHU:NT OF TRANSPORT ATIO~ 

Subject: CDOT Project IM 0251-156, The New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Ms. Alber: 

Thank you for your May 18, 2010 letter, regarding the project referenced above, which involves safety and capacity 
improvements on I-25 in Pueblo. Your letter references the analysis of the project's impacts to historic properties 
identified in the Determination of Effects to Historic Properties: 1-25 New Pueblo Freeway Improvement Project 
(effects report), which was submitted to the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and consulting parties as 
part of the Section 106 review process in April 2010. You had questions about the structure of the report, as well as 
the numbers of properties that will be affected by the project. You also had concerns about the overall purpose of 
the project. We have provided responses to your concerns below. 

You indicated that the effects report was difficult to navigate. We spent considerable time organizing the content of 
the report so that it would be easy to review. The report includes a lengthy introduction that explains the report 
structure and how effects to properties were evaluated. The report is also consistent with how we typically format 
these types of documents for Section 106 consultation with the SHPO, local governments, and historic preservation 
groups. Please be assured that our intent that the report format and the detailed graphics would make the review 
process easier for readers. 

You are correct that this project will impact numerous historic properties. CDOT conducted field surveys and 
prepared a detailed historic context of the City of Pueblo that includes historical information about the steel mill, 
Mineral Palace Park and the City's neighborhoods, so we are aware of the important resources that will be affected 
by this proj ect. Over the years, CDOT has met many times with various stakeholders, and property owners at public 
open house meetings. The team has also met with the City and various community groups. In addition, CDOT has 
involved the SHPO and the consulting parties, including the City of Pueblo, in the process of identifying historic 
properties and defining neighborhood districts. The design team carefully prepared alternatives to maximize ways 
to reduce impacts to historic properties. Through this coordination effort, CDOT has tried to reduce impacts to the 
City of Pueblo's neighborhoods, the steel mill, Mineral Palace Park, and other important resources along the 
interstate corridor. 

CDOT has been studying the I-25 corridor in Pueblo for a number of years in the format of an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS). The 1-25 highway infrastructure is aging and CDOT needs to plan for maintaining and 
improving the interstate system, which is vital to the City of Pueblo. The interstate provides regional access 
throughout the state of Colorado to move people and goods. Two build alternatives and one non-build alternative 
will be described in the draft EIS. These alternatives will accommodate projected traffic volumes for the next 20 
years. 

Once the draft EIS is published (we anticipate 2011), the public will have an opportunity to review and provide 
comments. Additionally, we will hold a formal public hearing to solicit comments and questions from the public. 
So, the team does appreciate your feedback now and will certainly again during the formal public comment period. I 



will also have your name and address added to the project mailing list to receive notification about the publication of 
the EIS. 

As you suggest, CDOT will still maintain I-25. Please note that a resurfacing project began on June 281
h . Please see 

the attached news release for additional information. Once again, the project team greatly appreciates your letter. If 
you have any further questions about the project, please call me at: (719) 227-3248 . If you have questions about 
historic properties and the Section 106 process, please contact Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at 303-512-4258. 

Sincerely, 

L/, J l , f/ .. f .-, b ; "' I" 
_,v t.:.. ~~ \.... -::: 1 LL ..... / J _ L c-. 

Lisa Streisfeld l / 
Environmental and Planning Manager 
CDOT Region 2 

Cc: 

Richard Zamora, CDOT Resident Engineer 
Tom Wrona, CDOT Program Engineer 
Lisa Schoch, CDOT Senior Historian 
Wade Broadhead, City of Pueblo 
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July 23, 2010 
 
 
Ms. Lisa Schoch 
CDOT 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Ave. 
Denver, CO 80222 
 

    Re:  IRe:  IRe:  IRe:  I----25 25 25 25 Pueblo Freeway Section 106 ConsultationPueblo Freeway Section 106 ConsultationPueblo Freeway Section 106 ConsultationPueblo Freeway Section 106 Consultation    
 
Dear Lisa: 
 
Thank you for holding a consulting parties meeting earlier this month.  We were 
pleased to have the opportunity to gain more information about the project, meet 
members of the project team and share concerns about the effect the project 
could have on historic properties. 
 
A general comment on the effects determination document:  It seems like it would 
be easier for the reader to understand the narrative if the indirect and direct 
effects were grouped together instead of being spread into two sections of the 
document.  In addition, in certain places the discussion about some historic 
properties, such as the Steelworks Suburbs District, addresses both direct and 
indirect effects but is found only in “Section 5: Directly Impacted Historic 
Properties.”  For clarity, Table B-8 could also be revised to show “direct” adverse 
effects, rather than using the terms “partial or full acquisition.”  
 
We ask you to reconsider the No Adverse Effect determination for 5PE41789, the 
Minnequa Steel Works Office complex.  While the complex is a contributing 
element of the Steelworks Suburbs Historic District (which we agree is adversely 
effected by both the modified and existing alternatives), it’s also an individually 
listed National Register property.  A number of characteristics (such as increased 
height of the new roadway, visual intrusions, demolition of structures within the 
mill complex, etc.) are cited as contributing to the adverse effect determination 
for the Steelworks District.  Determination of Effects at 5-103-104.  However, later 
in the document these same characteristics are cited as being “minor” and not 
sufficient to trigger an adverse effect determination for the individually listed 
Minnequa Steel Works Office Building.  Id. at 6-16.  We disagree and feel that the 
changes to the character-defining features of the Office Building under either 
alternative warrant an Adverse Effect determination.   
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Based on our in consulting parties discussion, we agree that because the details of 
the preferred alignment, more complete information about adverse effects 
(particularly within the CF & I complex), and the impact of implementation of 
other documents such as the Mineral Palace Park Plan and the design guidelines 
will not be known for some time into the future, a Programmatic Agreement, 
rather than an MOA is the preferred way to proceed under Section 106.  
 
Finally, from the dialogue at the recent meeting and from Section 8.2 of the 
Determination of Effects document, we realize that there are many different ideas 
being proposed for mitigation of adverse effects.  However, we remind you that 
NHPA requires you to “seek ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse 
effects on historic properties.”  36 C.F.R. 800.1(a).  We feel that it’s premature to 
have a discussion about mitigation at this early stage in the project and is yet 
another reason to support a PA.   This discussion is especially critical as it relates 
to the CF & I complex which is an iconic, defining part of Pueblo’s history.  If it is 
possible to avoid or minimize effects to elements of that site, we should work 
towards that goal first before designing mitigation. 
 
Thank you for considering our comments and please let me know if you have any 
questions. 
 
Sincerely, 

        
Amy Cole      
Sr. Program Officer &    
Regional Attorney 

 
 
cc: Amy Pallante, CO State Historic Preservation Office 
 Jim Hare & Patrick Eidman, Colorado Preservation, Inc. 
 Wade Broadhead, Department of Planning and Community Development,  

City of Pueblo 
  
 
 



Planning & Community Development 
Jerry M. Pacheco, Director 

21 l East D Street I Pueblo, Colorado 81003 I Tel 719-553·2259 I Fax 719-553-2359 I TTY 719·553-2611 I www.pueblo.us 

August 3, 2010 

To: Dan Jepson 
4201 E. Arkansas Street, Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 

From: Wade Broadhead, Planner for the Pueblo Historic Preservation Commission 
Planning and Community Development 
211 E. D. Street 
Pueblo, CO 81003 

RE: Official Response to the Determinations of Effects to Historic Properties: I-25 
New Pueblo Freeway Improvement Project 

Dear Mr. Jepson, 

The City has completed a review of the report received from CDOT regarding the 
proposed impacts to historic properties associated with the New Pueblo Freeway project. 
Planning and Community Development staff met to review the findings and we also 
engaged Historic Pueblo Inc, Pueblo County Historical Society, and the Bessemer 
Historic Society. I provided a summary of the principal issues to the Pueblo Historic 
Preservation Commission at their regularly scheduled meeting on May 15, 2010. 

There are some areas of historic significance that the City and consulting parties have 
highlighted. 

Steelworks Suburb (SPE5523). First and foremost the City is very concerned with the 
impact to the historic Colorado Fuel and Iron steel mill complex located near the 
intersection of Northern Avenue and I-25. This portion of the mill is the last remaining 
piece of the original operation and one of the few left in the United States. We feel the 
remaining plant structures in combination with the administration buildings form the core 
of the Steelworks Suburb Historic District and the proposed loss of the structures and 
buildings would be degrade that district's eligibility. 

In pa11icular, the city agrees that the removal of the remaining blast furnace stoves and 
stack is a significant adverse effect. Although the furnace is missing, the stack and stoves 
are the last remaining portion of a seven blast furnace complex that was the most visually 
representative aspect of the mill operation for the public. Since the switch to a modem 
ARC furnace, this resource has become an iconic element of Pueblo's proud Steel City 
history. The removal of this element should be avoided at all costs and if it is not 
possible mitigation should entail preservation of other mill buildings or creating 



something equally iconic that represents Pueblo's proud, steel mill heritage. We 
STRONGLY oppose the demolition of the remaining blast furnace structures. 

Second, the removal of the tunnel under I-25 is an adverse impact. Many people would 
like to see the tunnel stay open in the hopes of one day reconnecting a link with the mill 
for heritage lourism. It is also a very culturally and socially impo11ant point in the project 
area, as many remember their family members exiting work through the tunnel. The exit 
located on Steelworks Museum property is probably the most significant aspect of the 
tunnel history, but people also wanted the tunnel itself preserved. The City understands 
the difficulty preserving the actual tunnel, but feedback from the community was 
overwhelmingly against its closure. 

Third, the Highline railroad is considered important although it may be difficult to 
preserve this element due to the rearrangements of the right of way and roadway. 

St. Mary's Genealogical Center, 211 E Mesa Avenue. This resource is a locally 
designated historic landmark and located in the Steelworks Suburb adjacent to Benedict 
Park. With the removal of Benedict Park and relocation of the modified alignment to run 
alongside the St. Mary's property, we feel this is an adverse impact to this existing local 
landmark not identified in the report. 

Columbus Hall. (SPE5948). This building would be demolished for the new Benedict 
Park under the modified alignment. We believe this building is socially and 
architecturally significant for the role it played in the development of the Eiler's /East 
Mesa neighborhood and for the eastern aspect of the Northern Avenue commercial 
district associated with the early Steelworks suburb. A lacking site form history hides 
the fact that this building was strongly associated with the Slavic residents of this part of 
the Steelworks Suburb. We also do not wish to see an important two story commercial 
building demolished when it appears there might be a way to avoid it. The demolition of 
this building would be an adverse impact and require mitigation and the HPC can provide 
and additional resources to determine the buildings eligibility. The City would like to see 
the building preserved and incorporated into the design of the proposed park. 

The Santa Fe Avenue Steel Truss Bridge (5PE3938). The HPC and City Staff would 
like to see CDOT look at creative ways of reusing the bridge for a trail system or reuse 
within the city. The City has already been in talks with CDOR regarding a possible reuse 
of the bridge and continues to examine alternative uses of the structure. The removal of 
the bridge would be an adverse impact. With other steel truss bridges coming down 
across Pueblo, these are becoming an endangered resource which also demonstrates an 
earlier era when steel dominated our skyline. 

Mineral Palace Park (SPES86). Despite some concerns, overall the mitigation plan has 
widespread public support in the community and the City does understand that some 
WP A retaining walls will have to be removed for the park enhancements. The loss of the 
WPA walls is contingent on the proposed park upgrades and future historic mitigation for 
the walls, and any change in either plan would mean a reevaluation of our position. So 



the City would be most interested in discussing mitigation for the loss of the walls. 
Potential mitigation ideas for Mineral Palace include interpretive signage, stabilization of 
the remaining walls and buildings, or a play structure or shade structure that incorporates 
aspects of the old Mineral Palace. 

Second Ward Historic District (5PE5518). The expansion of the freeway and 
destruction of additional buildings further degrades th~ neighborhood that was almost 
destroyed by the initial Freeway constriction. Loss of integrity is the biggest problem 
with this district; however, the additional impacts by COOT are an adverse impact and 
require mitigation. A context study of this landform/historic districts would be in order 
to better share and document what was once a rich and thriving neighborhood adjacent to 
downtown. 

The Grove Historic District (5PE5519). This is one district that has been completely 
severed by the initial I ·25 through Pueblo to the point it is barely a functioning 
neighborhood anymore. Under the modified alignment one building is removed and 
streets are 'cul-de-saced', as well as more elevated roadway causing visual impacts as 
stated in the report on page 5-90, creating some enhancements and some further isolation 
for the area. The previous I-25 project and new impacts under the modified alignment 
would constitute a slight adverse impact to the historic district. 

General Comments 
Pueblo has numerous, active, groups interested in this project and the Pueblo Historic 
Preservation Commission is eager to be an active paiticipant in the ongoing process, and 
provide feedback on historic resources, impacts, and mitigation. The PHPC has an active 
Neighborhood Heritage Enhancement program which is attempting to provide well 
researched and written historic context to all 'historic' neighborhoods. In neighborhoods 
that have been heavily impacted by the previous highway and other impacts, context 
studies may be the most effective means of mitigation. Context studies as well as the 
creation of park elements that honor the areas history and celebrate a neighborhood's 
distinct identify are other mitigation avenues the City would like to see CDOT pursue. 

After the meeting July 12, 2010 with COOT, SHPO, National Trust, CPI, and the City of 
Pueblo, a Programmatic Agreement would be an appropriate method to document the 
resources and issues important to Puebloans and ensure that consulting parties have 
further opportw1ities to provide feedback as tht; project progresses. For a project with 
such a long time window, agreeing on important issues, resources, and strategies is very 
important. We liked the idea of additional chances to comment on the project especially 
regarding the steel mill as discussion or designs evolve. 

Also, early mitigation is also recommended. A formal Bessemer historic context study 
and/or further research with the Bessemer Indicator newspaper records could provide 
information that would facilitate better decisions with regards to impacts at the CF and I 
Headquarters, Dispensary, and Steel Mill complex. The ability to document 
improvements in the mill and their impact on the neighborhood development patterns is a 



crucial aspect to understanding significance and integrity and has been a research goal for 
BHS and PCHS for some time. To assist in the documentation of the historic steelworks 
complex, a comprehensive HAERS documentation/recordation should be conducted of 
the northwest corner of the mill by experienced historians with a background in industrial 
technology, immediately, both to assist planning and as pa1i of the mitigation. 

These are by no means an exhaustive list of mitigation measures, and each area will 
require different strategies. 

Sincerely, 

/?'L~ 
Wade Broadhead, Planner, Staff for the Pueblo Historic Preservation Commission 
for 

Jerry Pacheco, City Manager and Director of Planning and Community Development 
Department 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

October 7, 2010 

Wade Broadhead 
Planning and Community Development 
211 East D Street 
Pueblo, CO 81003 

STATE OF COLORADO 

~ 
= fNT= Of=T=RANSl'OR==T=AT=ION= 

SUBJECT: Additional Information Regarding Effects Determinations, COOT Project IM 0251-156, 
New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Broadhead: 

Thank you for your response dated August 3, 20 l 0 regarding the project referenced above. Responses to 
your specific comments are included below, organized by property name and number as they appeared in 
your letter. 

Steelworks Suburb (5PE5523): We appreciate your comments regarding project effects to the former 
Colorado Fuel and Iron steel mill complex, including the remaining blast furnaces and stoves, the 
Highline Railroad, and the tunnel under 1-25. As we discussed in our July 12, 2010 meeting with you, 
SHPO, and the other consulting parties, there may be additional opportunities to avoid these resources 
during design of this phase of the project but the specific details are unknown at this time. FHW A and 
CDOT will continue to include you in the consultation process, which will include mitigation for the 
Steelworks Suburb District. 

St. Mary's Genealogical Center (SPE588): The St. Mary's property, which is identified as officially 
eligible for the NRHP in the Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation Compass database, should 
have been evaluated individually in our March 2010 effects report but was not. The effects report only 
considered the property as a contributing property to the Steelworks Suburb. We apologize for this 
oversight and are providing an effects determination for the St. Mary's property as an individually eligible 
property at this time. 

As noted in Exhibits 5-50 (p. 5-97) and 5-59 (p. 5-109) and Table B-5 (Appendix B, B-14) of the effects 
report, the Existing Alternative results in no direct impacts to the property, and the Modified Alternative 
results in the acquisition of land at the northwest comer of the property. The COOT project team 
evaluated the Modified Alternative and revised the design to avoid the direct impact to the property's 
northwest comer (see attached graphic). However, CDOT agrees with your assessment that the removal 
of Benedict Park and the proximity of the Modified Alternative alignment results in an adverse effect to 
the setting, feeling, and association of St. Mary's. CDOT also assessed the effects of the Existing 
Alternative on the St. Mary's property and has determined that this alternative results in no adverse effect. 
Although a portion of Benedict Park will be acquired, the Existing Alternative alignment still generally 
follows the footprint of the existing 1-25 in this area and is actually below grade at Mesa Avenue, where 
the property is located. 



Mr. Broadhead 
October 7, 2010 
Page2 

King Taco/Columbus Hall (5PE4948): In May 2009, we consulted with you and SHPO regarding the 
NRHP eligibility of this building and determined that it lacks integrity and is not individually eligible, but 
that it is a contributing element of the Steelworks Suburb District (SPE5523). As such, the building was 
not evaluated individually for effects; rather, it was included in the analysis of effects to the district as a 
whole. There is an adverse effect to the Steelworks Suburb District under both alternatives, and CDOT 
will work with SHPO and the consulting parties to develop mitigation for the district, which includes 
King Taco/Columbus Hall (SPE4948). We appreciate your continued concern for this property, and will 
take into account your suggestions for mitigation involving the building. 

Santa Fe Avenue Bridge (5PE3938): You provided some mitigation ideas for the bridge, which will be 
adversely affected by the project. As part of the Section 106 process, we will be evaluating mitigation 
options for the bridge, including the Adopt-a-Bridge program, in which we advertise the bridge to 
potential adopters for adaptive re-use in a new location. 

Mineral Palace Park (SPE586): Thank you for providing possible mitigation concepts for Mineral 
Palace Park, and specifically for the WPA walls in the park. We will take these into consideration as we 
develop a mitigation plan for the project corridor. 

Second Ward Historic District (5PE5518): We appreciate your mitigation suggestions for this district 
· and will consider these as we move forward in the development of a mitigation plan for the project 
corridor. 

Grove Historic District (SPE5519): In October 2008, we consulted with SHPO and your office 
regarding the eligibility of the Grove Historic District. During that consultation, CDOT determined that 
the Grove neighborhood on the west side of I-25 was significant and retained the integrity to be a 
potential district. CDOT also determined that the section of the neighborhood east of the interstate and 
South Santa Fe and south of the Arkansas River is not part of the proposed district because it has been 
separated by highway construction and the continuity of the neighborhood was lost. We agree that the 
neighborhood was severed by past highway construction, but disagree with your comment that the district 
itself was severed, since the district has been limited to the residential and commercial properties on the 
west side of I-25 and the proposed district was only developed in the past few years- well after the 
construction of the original highway alignment between 1949 and 1959. 

We also disagree that there is an adverse effect to the proposed Grove District based on the Modified 
Alignment. Under this alternative, the project will involve the acquisition of two contributing features 
and changes to streets within the district boundary. Unlike individual historic properties, a district 
"derives its importance from being a unified entity, even though it is composed of a wide variety of 
resources," and under the Modified Alternative all but two of the district's variety of resources will 
remain intact, including the district's significant commercial and residential buildings. The two buildings 
that will be demolished (SPE4680 and 5PE4681) are located on the far southeast edge of the district 
adjacent to Santa Fe· Avenue and their removal will not affect the overall cohesiveness of the Grove 
District or its ability to convey its unified identity or its significance under NRHP Criteria A and C. We 
also believe that the plan to cul-de-sac Clark and C Streets, and the changes to Santa Fe Avenue will 
neither alter the cohesiveness of the district nor its ability to convey its significance. CDOT maintains 
that the Modified Alternative will result in no adverse effect to the proposed Grove historic district. 

Programmatic Agreement 
Based on our July 12, 2010 with SHPO and the consulting parties, FHWA and CDOT are developing a 
Programmatic Agreement that will outline mitigation for the project corridor as well as how Section I 06 
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will be implemented for future phases of this project. We appreciate all of your suggested mitigation 
strategies and look forward to working with you and the consulting parties in the development of this 
agreement. 

If you require additional information, please contact COOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at 
(303)512-4258. 

Enclosures: 
St. Mary's (5PE588), Graphic-Modified Alternative 

cc: Lisa Streisfeld, COOT Region 2 
Chris Hom, FHWA 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

October 7, 2010 

Ms. Amy Cole, Regional Attorney 
National Trust for Historic Preservation 
Mountains/Plains Office 
535 16th Street, Suite 750 
Denver, CO 80202 

STATE OF COLORADO 

Oll'AIITMENT Of TRANSPORTATION 

SUBJECT: Additional Information, COOT Project IM 0251-156, New Pueblo Freeway 
Environmental Impact Statement (CHS #44746) 

Dear Ms. Cole: 

Thank you for your response dated July 23, 2010 regarding the project referenced above. Responses to 
your specific comments are provided below. 

Report Format 
We appreciate your comments regarding the format of the Determination of Effects report. Given the 
project scope and the numbers of historic properties, we tried to simplify the report by separating 
properties based on whether they were directly or indirectly affected by the project. However, we 
recognize that there were some properties where effects were both indirect and direct. With regard to 
Table B-8, we included the distinction between partial and full acquisitions to provide reviewers more 
detail regarding whether only part or all of a property would be impacted. We apologize for any 
confusion this may have caused during your review. There are no plans at this time to revise this report 
or to develop an addendum. 

Minnequa Steel Works Office Complex (5PE4179) 
We would like to clarify an error in the text regarding the Minnequa Steel works Office Complex. On 
pages 5-102 and 5-111 of the effects report, CDOT indicated that the individually eligible Minnequa Steel 
Works Office Complex (5PE4 l 79) was adversely affected by both alternatives. The no adverse effect 
finding of the office complex as provided on pages 6-11 through 6-16 is the correct effects determination 
for this property. 

In your letter, you disagreed with CDOT's determination that there is no adverse effect to the Minnequa 
Steel Works Office Complex based on the Existing and Modified Alternatives, stating that the character­
defining features of the property will be altered by some of the same impacts that COOT determined 
result in an adverse effect to the overall Steelworks Suburb District (5PE5523) (of which the office 
complex is a contributing feature). We disagree with your assessment. The property at 5PE4179 is 
indirectly impacted by the changes to the overall steel mill, including the elevation of the roadway in this 
area, the change in tunnel access, impacts to structures on the steel mill property, and changes in noise 
levels, but these effects do not diminish the integrity of the property. The office complex and its 
immediate setting will remain intact and will still convey significance under both Criteria A and C. 
Association with the steel mill is part of what makes the individual office complex significant but the 
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2002 National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) nomination for 5PE4179 highlights the significance of 
the separate office complex property, noting that 

"although the plant's industrial operations are located nearby, separated from the office 
complex by Interstate 25, these facilities have undergone substantial changes over the years, 
prompted by technological advances and the widening of the highway. Therefore the complex 
of administrative buildings best represents Minnequa Steel Works and its subsequent impact on 
the city." 

The property is also important for featuring the distinctive characteristics of the Mission architectural 
style, and is, according to the NRHP nomination, considered one of the best examples of that architectural 
style in the state. Under both the Existing and Modified Alternatives, the property will continue to 
convey its association with Pueblo's industrial development and steel industry and will also continue to 
convey its architectural significance as the characteristics of the Mission style will not be affected. 
CDOT continues to support its initial determination that the Existing and Modified Alternatives result in 
no adverse effect to the Minnequa Steel Works Office Complex. 

Resolution of Adverse Effects/Mitigation . 
You noted that it is premature to discuss possible mitigation options for adverse effects and sited 36 CFR 
800. J(a) which states that the goal of consultation is to "seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any 
adverse effects on historic properties." While we appreciate your perspective, both FHWA and CDOT 
have spent considerable resources evaluating existing properties, and multiple years studying ways to 
avoid and minimize impacts to historic properties along this project corridor. In addition, the team has 
met with community stakeholders to discuss project alternatives. The alternative evaluation process was 
particularly challenging given the constrained urban environment and the numbers of historic properties 
on both sides of the highway. This project will be completed in phases and there may be additional 
opportunities to evaluate measures to avoid or minimize impacts to these resources as the project moves 
forward. However, we believe it is appropriate to consider mitigation options at this time because given 
the constrained nature of the corridor, we know there will be effects to historic properties and we hope to 
develop a mitigation plan in consultation with SHPO and the consulting parties that has a visible and 
tangible benefit to the City of Pueblo. 

Programmatic Agreement 
Based on our July 12, 20 l 0 with SHPO and the consulting parties, FHW A and COOT are developing a 
Programmatic Agreement that will outline mitigation for the project corridor as well as how Section 106 
will be implemented for future phases of this project. We look forward to working with you and the other 
consulting parties in the development of this agreement. 

We welcome your comments and your continued participation in the Section 106 process. If you require 
additional information, please contact COOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303)512-4258. 

Very truly yours, 

cc: Lisa Streisfeld, COOT Region 2 
Chris Hom, FHW A 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

October 7, 2010 

Ms. Corinne Koehler 
Bessemer Historical Society 
215 Canal Street 
Pueblo, CO 81004 

STATE OF COLORADO 

~ -:====== i::=:-err OF TRANSPORTATION 

SUBJECT: Additional lnfonnation Regarding Effects Detenninations, COOT Project IM 0251- 156, 
New Pueblo Freeway E1'Vironmental Impact Statement 

Dear Ms. Koehler: 

Thank you for your letter dated July 23, 2010 regarding the project referenced above. Responses to your 
specific comments are provided below. 

Bessemer Neighborhood 
You expressed concerns about impacts to some of the specific properties located in the Bessemer 
neighborhood, including Gagliano's, Gus' Place, St. Mary's School and Church, neighborhood parks, the 
steel mill, and the CF&I Administration buildings. As noted in the report (Table B-5, pp. B-16 to B-17), 
there are no direct impacts to Gagliano's (5PE4813), Gus' Place (5PE4837), or the Minnequa Steel 
Works Office Complex (5PE4179). There would be direct impacts to Mineral Palace Park and Benedict 
Park, and to the former steel mill site under both the Existing and Modified Alternatives, as discussed in 
more detail in the effects report. 

St. Mary's Genealogical Center (SPE588): Your concern about effects to the St. Mary's Genealogical 
Center was shared by the City of Pueblo Historic Preservation Commission. The St. Mary's property, 
which is identified as officially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places in the Office of 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation Compass database, should have been evaluated individually in our 
March 20 I 0 effects report but was not. The effects report only considered the property as a contributing 
feature of the Steelworks Suburb District. We apologize for this oversight and are providing an effects 
determination for the St. Mary's property as an individually eligible property at this time. 

As noted in Exhibits 5-50 (p. 5-97) and 5-59 (p. 5-109), and Table B-5(Appendix B, B-14) of the effects 
report, the Existing Alternative results in no direct impacts to the property, and the Modified Alternative 
results in the acquisition of land at the northwest comer of the property. The CDOT project team 
evaluated the Modified Alternative and revised the design to avoid the direct impact to the open land on 
the property's northwest comer (see attached graphic). Despite these efforts to avoid direct impacts to the 
property, COOT has detennined that the removal of Benedict Park and the proximity of the Modified 
Alternative alignment results in an adverse effect to the setting, fee ling, and association of St. Mary's. 
CDOT also assessed the effects of the Existing Alternative on the St. Mary's property and has determined 
that it results in no adverse effect. Although a portion of Benedict Park will be acquired, the Existing 
Alternative alignment still generally follows the footprint of the existing interstate in this location and is 
actually below grade at Mesa Avenue, where the property is located. 
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Neighborhood Connectivity 
We recognize that construction of the original Pueblo Freeway between 1949 and 1959 severed many of 
Pueblo's oldest neighborhoods. The original highway alignment was built before there were federal laws 
in place to evaluate environmental impacts, including effects to historic properties. For this project, 
CDOT has worked for years to prepare alternatives that reduce impacts to Pueblo's neighborhoods, 
Mineral Palace Park, the steel mill and other important historic properties along the corridor. 

Steel Mill Resources 
Your letter identified specific concerns with resources associated with the former steel mill site, including 
the tunnel closure and the demolition of the blast furnace stacks. Similar concerns about these resources 
were expressed by the other consulting parties, including the City of Pueblo, the National Trust for 
Historic Preservation, and Colorado Preservation Incorporated. We will take into account your comments 
regarding these resources as we move forward. The project will be phased over many years, and there 
will be opportunities to review these resources again and to consider design options that could minimize 
impacts to these and other historic resources. 

Aesthetics Guidelines 
Thank you for your comments regarding the Aesthetics Guidelines. Please keep in mind that the 
Guidelines have not been formally adopted; rather, they represent possible aesthetic treatments for the 
corridor and reflect ideas, concepts, and themes collected from different facets of the community, 
including artists, local businesses, and interested citizens, as well as the City of Pueblo and Pueblo 
County. You indicated that you were not involved in the development of this document and that some of 
the concepts included for the Bessemer neighborhood do not conform to the Bessemer Historical Society 
Master Plan. We want to point out that Section 2.2 of the Aesthetic Guidelines references the June 2009 
site renovation master plan developed by the Bessemer Historical Society, and that the ideas outlined for 
the Bessemer neighborhood are conceptual only. The Aesthetic Guidelines were included in the Section 
106 submittal for information purposes only. Once individual construction projects along the corridor are 
identified, CDOT will evaluate the effects of any proposed aesthetic treatments on historic properties. 

Programmatic Agreement 
FHWA and COOT are in the process of developing a Programmatic Agreement (PA) that will outline 
mitigation for the project corridor as well as how Section 106 will be implemented for future phases of 
this project. We look forward to working with you and the other consulting parties in the development of 
this agreement. 

Project Necessity 
Your response also questioned the necessity of the overall project. 1-25 through Pueblo is one of the 
oldest interstate segments in Colorado. Very few improvements have been made to this segment of 
highway since it was completed in 1959 and there is evidence to suggest that the highway has reached, 
and in some cases, exceeded its service life. The 1-25 infrastructure is aging and CDOT needs to plan for 
maintaining and improving the interstate system, which is vital to the City of Pueblo. The interstate 
provides regional access throughout the state to move people and goods. Two build alternatives and one 
non-build alternative have been identified and will be documented in more detail in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), which is anticipated for publication in early 2011. Once the 
draft document is published, the public will have an opportunity to review and provide comments. A 
formal public hearing will also be held to solicit comments and questions. We encourage you to 
participate in this process. 

.~ ' -......_ 
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We welcome your continued participation in the Section 106 process. If you require additional 
information, please contact COOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303)512-4258. 

~~ 
/J.,;.Jane Hann, Manager 
f..., 'Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: St. Mary's (5PE588), Graphic-Modified Alternative 

cc: Lisa Streisfeld, CDOT Region 2 
Chris Horn/Stephanie Gibson, FHW A 
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Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
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Mr. Edward C. Nichols 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
History Colorado/Colorado Historical Society 
1560 Broadway, Ste. 400 
Denver, CO 80202 

STATE OF COLORADO 

~ 
~~ . -DEPARTHENT OF T RANSPORTATION 

SUBJECT: Additional Infonnation, Section 106 Consultation, CDOT Project IM 0251-156, New 
Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement (CHS #44746) 

Dear Mr. Nichols: 

Thank you for your responses dated May 17, 2010 and June 14, 2010 regarding the Determination of 
Effects Report and the Addendum to that report submitted for your review in April and May 2010, 
respectively. Responses to your specific comments are outlined below, organized by the date of your 
written response and the associated property site number. This letter also includes findings from 
additional consultation efforts with the City of Pueblo, the Bessemer Historical Society, and the 
Mountains/Plains Office of the National Trust for Historic Preservation. 

May 17, 2010 Response--Determination of Effects Report 

5PE5050: You indicated there is a discrepancy in the effect determination for this property under the 
Existing Alternative. On p. 5-51 of the effects report, there is a no historic properties affected 
determination, but the attached spreadsheet indicates a finding of no adverse effect. You concur with the 
no adverse effect determination as shown in the spreadsheet. We apologize for the inconsistency in the 
information. However, given that the property in question is 909 feet from the Interstate improvements 
and is 202 feet from the proposed Santa Fe Drive Extension, which is already an established 
transportation facility and will not come any closer to the property or be elevated in this area, we believe 
that a no historic properties affected determination is appropriate, as there will be no direct or indirect 
effects to the property based on the nearby improvements. 

5PE5517 (North Side Neighborhood District): We disagree with your determination that the adverse 
effect to the Mineral Palace Park (an individually eligible property [5PE586] and a contributing element 
to the North Side Neighborhood District) results in an adverse effect to the overall district. The North 
Side district is a sizeable property, consisting of 220 acres that includes an area approximately 5 blocks 
wide and 7 blocks long. Mineral Palace Park consists of 42.2 acres, or 19 percent of the total acreage of 
the district. The district is significant under Criterion A for its association with patterns of early urban 
development, and under Criterion C for its diverse collection of architectural styles that reflect the broad 
spectrum of housing styles and types developed for more affluent citizens of Pueblo. The residential 
nature of the neighborhood, as well as its location near the park, is also important. Although the district's 
period of significance is tied to the development of the park, extending from the early development of the 
Colorado Mineral Palace in 1890 to the WPA period of the park in 1940, the significance of the district is 
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not tied solely to the park. There may be some indirect effects to some of the properties along North 
Main Street as detailed in the March 2010 Effects Report, but the contributing architectural properties, 
including the five properties within the APE, will not be directly impacted, the layout of the residential 
neighborhood will be the same, and the relationship of the district's properties to the park will not change. 
There will be changes to Mineral Palace Park, but it will still be a feature of the neighborhood. Based on 
these factors, COOT believes that the cohesiveness of the North Side Neighborhood District will be 
conveyed despite the changes to the park. We continue to support our initial detennination that both build 
alternatives result in no adverse effect to the North Side Neighborhood District. 

5PE5519 (Grove District): We disagree with your opinion that the project results in an adverse effect to 
the Grove District under the Modified Alternative. You indicated that an adverse effect determination is 
appropriate because two of the district's contributing elements will be demolished. The Grove District is 
significant under Criterion A for its association with early urban development in Pueblo as well as 
settlement patterns of ethnic groups in Pueblo. Under Criterion C, the district is significant for its intact 
examples ofresidential and commercial buildings dating from the late l91

h and early to mid-201
h century. 

According to the National Register Bulletin How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, 
"a district derives its importance from being a unified entity, even though it is composed of a wide variety 
of resources." Under the Modified Alternative, all but two of the district's variety of resources will 
remain intact, including the significant commercial and residential buildings. The two buildings that will 
be demolished (5PE4680 and 5PE4681) are located on the far southeast edge of the district adjacent to 
Santa Fe Avenue and their removal will not affect the overall cohesiveness of the Grove District or its 
ability to convey its significance under NRHP Criteria A and C. COOT maintains that the Modified 
Alternative will result in no adverse effect to the proposed Grove district. 

June 14, 2010 Response-Addendum to Determination of Effects Report 

5PEJ 776 (Union Pacific Railroad): We disagree with your comment that there is an adverse effect to the 
railroad under the Modified Alternative based on the destruction of a segment of the UPRR spur 
(5PE1776.16). The overall spur is 2,120 fe.et long. The piece of this resource that will be removed 
consists of 325 feet that has compromised integrity compared to the remainder of the segment. As we 
indicated in our May 27, 2010 submittal, the section of spur that will be impacted no longer has rails or 
ties and extends into an area of vegetative overgrowth. Had we documented this section of the spur 
separately from the remainder of the spur, we would have determined that this piece of the spur lacks 
integrity. However, given that we are working to better represent and evaluate linear resources by 
documenting contiguous segments vs. smaller separate segments, we often evaluate longer segments 
where most of the resource retains integrity and a small portion does not. Despite the loss of this 325-foot 
section of the spur, the majority of the segment that retains integrity will still convey the significance of 
the spur and the overall railroad. Based on this, we maintain that our initial detennination of no adverse 
effect is appropriate. We believe this is an issue of how the property was identified and documented and 
welcome your suggestions for how to address this type of resource in the future. 

5PE5042 (Newton Lumber): You asked for additional clarification regarding the integrity of the railroad 
spur extending into the Newton Lumber property. In our May 2010 Addendum Report, we indicated that 
the eastern portion of the spur that extends between the Newton Lumber buildings retains a high degree of 
integrity and the western portion of the spur that was included in the boundary of the property has poor 
integrity due to lack of materials and abandonment. In our May 2010 consultation, we proposed revising 
the boundary of the Newton Lumber Company site to include the western portion of the spur that exhibits 
poor integrity. Under the Existing Alternative, only 46 feet of the overall 660-foot spur will be included 
in COOT ROW and likely removed. The entire 600-foot segment of the spur that was initially 
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documented with the Newton Lumber Company site will remain intact. Under the Modified Alternative, 
a 122-foot segment of the spur will be impacted, leaving intact 538 feet of the overall spur that extends 
between the contributing buildings on the Newton Lumber property. The 122-foot portion includes 62-
feet of the 600-foot segment that retains integrity. The spur was included in the boundary to document its 
historic association with the lumber company property and the physical continuity of the remaining 
resource. However, the western end of the spur-approximately 60 feet-has low integrity compared to 
the 600-foot segment that was originally identified. Despite the loss of small sections of the spur under 
the two alternatives, COOT still maintains that the Existing and the Modified Alternatives result in no 
adverse effect to the overall Newton Lumber Company property. The Newton Lumber Company 
property can still convey its significance as an example of 201

h Century industrial architecture. The 
remaining portion of the spur will maintain its relationship and association with the lumber company 
buildings, and the buildings will stay intact. 

Additional Consultation 
Based on comments from the City of Pueblo, the Bessemer Historical Society, and the Mountains/Plans 
Office of the National Trust, CDOT provides the following responses for your review and concurrence 
regarding effects to two properties within the project APE: St Mary's Genealogical Center (5PE588) and 
the Minnequa Works Office Complex (5PE4179). 

St. Mary's Genealogical Center (5PE588): The St. Mary's property, which is identified as officially 
eligible in the Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation Compass database, should have been 
evaluated individually in our March 2010 effects report but was not. The effects report only considered 
the property as a contributing element of the Steelworks Suburb. We apologize for this oversight and at 
this time are providing an effects determination for the St. Mary's property as individually eligible. As 
noted in Exh.ibits 5-50 (p. 5-97) and 5-59 (p. 5-109) and Table B-5 (Appendix B, B-14) of the effects 
report, the Existing Alternative results in no direct impacts to the property, and the Modified Alternative 
results in the acquisition of a piece of open land on the northwest corner of the property. The CDOT 
project team evaluated the Modified Alternative and revised the design to avoid the direct impact to the 
property's northwest comer (see attached graphic). However, COOT has determined that the removal of 
Benedict Park and the proximity of the Modified Alternative alignment results in an adverse effect to the 
setting, feeling, and association of St. Mary's. CDOT also assessed the effect of the Existing Alternative 
on the St. Mary's property and has determined that it results in no adverse effect. Although a portion of 
the adjacent Benedict Park will be acquired, the Existing Alternative alignment still generally follows the 
footprint of the existing interstate in this location and is actually below grade at Mesa Avenue, where the 
property is located. 

Minnequa Steel Works Office Complex (5PE4179): We would like to clarify an error in the text regarding 
the Minnequa Steel works Office Complex. On pages 5-102 and 5-111 of the effects report, COOT 
indicated that the Minnequa Steel Works Office Complex (5PE4179) was adversely affected by both 
alternatives. The no adverse effect finding of the office complex as provided on pages 6-11 through 6-16 
is the correct effect determination for this property. 

The Mountains/Plains Office of the National Trust disagreed with CDOT's determination that there is no 
adverse effect to the Minnequa Steel Works Offic.e Complex based on the Existing and Modified 
Alternatives, stating that the character defining features of the property will be altered by some of the 
same impacts that COOT determined result in an adverse effect to the overall Steelworks Suburb District 
(5PE5523) (of which the office complex is a contributing feature). COOT disagrees with this assessment. 
The property at 5PE4179 is indirectly impacted by the elevation of the roadway in this area, the change 
in tunnel access, impacts to structures on the steel mill property, and changes in noise levels, but these 
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effects do not diminish the integrity of the property. The office complex and its immediate setting will 
remain intact and will still convey significance under both Criteria A and C. Association with the steel 
mill is part of what makes the individual office complex significant but the 2002 National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) nomination for 5PE4179 highlights the significance of the separate office 
complex property, noting that: 

"Although the plant's industrial operations are located nearby, separated from the 
Office Complex by Interstate 25, these facilities have undergone substantial changes 
over the years, prompted by technological advances and the widening of the highway. 
Therefore the complex of administrative buildings best represents Minnequa Steel 
Works and its subsequent impact on the city." 

The property is also important for featuring the distinctive characteristics of the Mission architectural 
style, and is, according to the NRHP nomination, considered one of the best examples of that architectural 
style in the state. Under both the Existing and Modified Alternatives, the property will continue to 
convey its association with Pueblo's industrial development and the steel industry and will also continue 
to convey its architectural significance as the characteristics of the Mission style will not be affected. 
CDOT continues to support its initial determination that the Existing and Modified Alternatives result in 
no adverse effect to the Minnequa Steel Works Office Complex. 

Programmatic Agreement 
Based on our July 12, 2010 meeting with your staff and the consulting parties, FHW A and CDOT are 
developing a Programmatic Agreement that will outline mitigation for the project corridor as well as how 
Section l 06 will be implemented for future· phases of the project. We look forward to working with you 
and the consulting parties in the development of this agreement. 

We request your concurrence with these findings. Your response is necessary for the Federal Highway 
Administration's compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's regulations. If you require additional information, please 
contact CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at (303)512-4258. 

Very truly yours, 

~~· ~Han:ana:r r"" Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: 
St. Mary' s (5PE588), Graphic-Modified Alternative 

cc: Lisa Streisfeld, COOT Region 2 
Chris Hom, FHW A 
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October 21, 2010 

Jane Hann 
Manager, Environmental Programs Branch 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Denver, CO 80222 

Re: Additional Information, Section 106 Consultation, CDOT Project IM 0251-156, New Pueblo 
Freeway Environmental Impact Statement (CHS #44746) 

Dear Ms. Hann, 

Thank you for your correspondence dated October 8, 2010 and received by our office on October 
12, 2010 regarding the consultation of the above-mentioned project under Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106). 

Resource 5PE.5050 

Thank you for the clarification in regards to the finding of effect. We concur with the 
recommended finding of no historic properties affected [36 CFR 800.4(d)(1)) for this property. 

Resources 5PE.5517 and 5PE.5519 

Thank you for the additional information regarding these resources, however, we still believe that a 
finding of adverse effect [36 CFR 800.5(a)(1)) would be appropriate for these resources. 
Contributing elements within these eligible historic districts would be demolished as a result of the 
project. While the historic districts may still be able to convey significance, the historic integrity 
would be diminished by the loss of character-defining features . As stipulated in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1): 
"An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the 
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register 
in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property's location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, or association ... " In our opinion, the demolition of contributing elements 
within eligible historic districts diminishes the integrity of those historic districts and would result in 
an adverse effect. · 

Resource 5PE.1776 

In previous projects, we have evaluated effects to linear resources based on whether or not the 
segment retains integrity and supports the overall eligibility of the entire linear resource. Often, 
these projects included intersection improvements, extension of bridges or culverts, or bridge 
replacements. Typically, the linear resource is being altered, but remains intact. In the case of the 
surveyed segment 5PE.1776.16, a 325-foot section of the segment will be demolished. The resource 
most likely still convey its significance, but the historic integrity of location, setting, feeling, and 
association would be diminished by the actual demolition of a section of an eligible property [see 36 
CFR 800.5(a)(1)). In our opinion, demolishing 325 feet of a historic property is an adverse effect, as 
stipulated in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i). 

THE COLORADO HISTORICAL SOCIETY 
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Resource 5PE.5042 

In previous projects, we have evaluated effects to linear resources based on whether or not the 
segment retains integrity and supports the overall eligibility of the entire linear resource. Often, 
these projects included intersection improvements, extension of bridges or culverts, or bridge 
replacements. Typically, the linear resource is being altered, but remains intact. In the case of the 
surveyed segments for resource 5PE.5042, various segments would be fully demolished. The 
resource most likely still convey its significance, but the historic integrity of location, setting, feeling, 
and association would be diminished by the actual demolition of a section of an eligible property 
[see 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1)]. In our opinion, demolishing 325 feet of a historic property is an adverse 
effect, as stipulated in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i). 

Resource 5PE.588 

We concur with the recommended finding of adverse effect (36 CFR 800.5(a)(1)] for the Modified 
Alignment and no adverse effect (36 CFR 800.5(b)] for the Existing Alignment. We continue to 
concur with the overall finding of adverse effect for the Steelworks Suburbs Historic District, in 
which resource 5PE.588 is located. 

Resource 5PE.4179 

After review of the provided information, we concur with the recommended finding of no adverse 
effect (36 CFR 800.5(b)] for resource 5PE.4179. We continue to concur with the overall finding of 
adverse effect for the Steelworks Suburbs Historic District, in which resource 5PE.4179 is located. 

We recommend that CDOT and FHWA request comments from the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation under 36 CFR 800.5(c)(2)(i) to resolve the disagreements with the findings of effect. 

We request being involved in the consultation process with the local government, which as 
stipulated in 36 CFR 800.3 is required to be notified of the undertaking, and with other consulting 
parties. Additional information provided by the local government or consulting parties might cause 
our office to re-evaluate our eligibility and potential effect findings. 

Please note that our compliance letter does not end the 30-day review period provided to other 
consulting parties. If we may be of further assistance, please contact Amy Pallante, our Section 106 
Compliance Manager, at (303) 866-4678. 

1A;LJ 1- )~ 
Edward C. Nichols 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

CDOT Project IM 0251 -156 
CHS #44746 
October 21, 2010 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

December 2, 2010 

Mr. Edward C. Nichols 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
History Colorado/Colorado Historical Society 
1560 Broadway, Ste. 400 
Denver, CO 80202 

STATE OF COLORADO 

SUBJECT: Section 106 Comments and Section 4(t) De Minimis Notification, COOT Project IM 
0251-156, New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement (CHS #44 7 46) 

Dear Mr. Nichols: 

Thank you for your response dated October 21 , 2010 regarding the additional consultation on effect 
determinations for select properties associated with the project referenced above. As a result of that 
consultation, your office recommended that COOT and FHW A request comments from the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation regarding the disagreement on effect determinations, specifically for the 
North Side Neighborhood District (5EP55 l 7), and the Grove District (5EP5519). FHW A consulted with 
the ACHP and has been advised that the removal of contributing features to a historic district would 
constitute an adverse effect as defined in 36 CFR 800.5. Per the ACHP guidance, FHW A and CDOT will 
not pursue additional consultation efforts regarding this issue, and adverse effect determinations will be 
applied to the Grove District under the Modified Alternative and to the North Side Neighborhood District 
under both the Existing and Modified Alternatives. COOT also agrees with your comments regarding the 
effects determinations for additional properties noted in your October 21, 2010 correspondence: 5PE1776, 
5PE5042, 5PE588, and 5PE4179. 

This correspondence is also a notification that FHWA may make a de minimis finding for the Section 4(t) 
requirements for property 5PE5080, located at 200 and 210 South Santa Fe in Pueblo. FHW A and CDOT 
determined that the Existing and Modified Alternatives result in no adverse effect to this property, in 
consultation with your office. You concurred with this determination in correspondence dated May 1 7, 
2010. The effects determination for the property was described on pp. 5-54 to 5-55 of the March 2010 
Determination of Effects report. We request your acknowledgement of the Section 4(t) de minimis 
notification. 

If you require additional information, please contact CDOT Senior Staff Historian Lisa Schoch at 
(303)512-4258. 

cc: Lisa Streisfeld, CDOT Region 2 
Chris Horn, FHW A 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

April 19, 2011 

Mr. Edward C. Nichols 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
History Colorado 
1560 Broadway, Ste. 400 
Denver, CO 80202 

SUBJECT: Revised Detenninations of Eligibility and Effects for Archaeological Resources, Project 
IM 0251-156, New Pueblo Freeway EIS, Pueblo County (CHS #43967) 

Dear Mr. Nichols: 

Beginning in November 2008, CDOT has consulted with your staff regarding eligibility of and effects to 
historic archaeological resources for the project referenced above on several occasions, most recently in 
April 2010. Since that time four sites initially evaluated as needing additional data (5PE5450, 5PE5454, 
5PE5456, 5PE5482)-all of which will be directly impacted by the "Modified" alignment altemative­
have been subjected to additional scrutiny given that none appear to contain the potential for intact, 
substantial buried cultural deposits. As discussed below, we believe that none of the four sites meet the 
eligibility criteria for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places. CDOT archaeologists Dan 
Jepson and Greg Wolff met and discussed this issue with compliance officer Shina DuVall on April 18, 
2011. 

Two of the sites consist of vacant lots in a residential neighborhood immediately north of the Arkansas 
River and east of 1-25; one is situated along a commercial/light industrial strip just to the south across the 
river; and the last fronts the interstate further to the south. When the localities were originally 
documented in early 2005, archival research (including historic maps, county assessor's files and city 
directories) found no evidence that structures of any sort were ever located on the properties. In addition, 
the field archaeologists indicated that the archaeological potential of the sites was low, with little or no 
evidence of historic cultural remains visible on the surface. Mr. Jepson and Mr. Wolff visited the sites in 
early April 2011, and were able to corroborate the latter observations. 

Based on the lack of archival data related to the sites coupled with their present condition (narrow 
portions of existing residential or commercial properties exhibiting no evidence of subsurface 
architectural features or other archaeological manifestations), we have determined that 5PE5450, 
5PE5454, 5PE5456 and 5PE5482 are not eligible for the NRHP. In fact it is now clear that since there is 
no physical or documentary evidence related to these properties, they should not have been identified as 
archaeological sites in the first place. We believe that conducting additional evaluations of these 
properties would serve no greater archaeological or administrative pwpose, and would not be in the best 
interest of a public agency. The project will therefore result in no historic properties affected with regard 
to these four sites. (It is salient to note that later this year 10 "need data" historic archaeological sites 
within the impact area of the Modified Alternative will be subjected to test excavations to determine 
eligibility. We will coordinate review of that task with you upon its completion.) 
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Copies of the survey fonns for the four sites are in your files, and as such additional copies are not 
included herewith. This information has been sent concurrently to the City of Pueblo Historic 
Preservation Commission, a Section I 06 consulting party; as it has done in the past, the Commission will 
coordinate review of this material for the other consulting parties participating in the project. We will 
provide you with copies of any comments received. 

We request your concurrence with the determinations of eligibility and effects as outlined above. If you 
have questions regarding the foregoing infonnation, please contact Mr. Jepson at (303) 757-9631 or 
daniel.jepson@dot.state.co.us. 

Very truly yours, 

~-
/k- Jane Hann, Manager r- Environmental Programs Branch 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
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April 19, 201 1 

Mr. Wade Broadhead 
Historic Preservation Commission 
City of Pueblo 
211 East D Street 
Pueblo, CO 81003 

SUBJECT: Revised Determinations of Eligibility and Effects for Archaeological Resources, Project 
IM 0251-156, New Pueblo Freeway EIS, Pueblo County 

Dear Mr. Broadhead: 

Beginning in November 2008, COOT has consulted with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
and consulting parties regarding eligibility of and effects to historic archaeological resources for the 
project referenced above on several occasions, most recently in April 2010. Since that time four sites 
initially evaluated as needing additional data (5PE5450, SPE5454, 5PE5456, 5PE5482)-all of which will 
be directly impacted by the "Modified" alignment alternative-have been subjected to additional scrutiny 
given that none appear to contain the potential for intact, substantial buried cultural deposits. As 
discussed below, we believe that npne of the four sites meet the eligibility criteria for nomination to the 
National Register of Historic Places. CDOT archaeologists Dan Jepson and Greg Wolff met and 
discussed this issue with Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation compliance officer Shina 
Du Vall on April 18, 2011. 

Two of the sites consist of vacant lots in a residential. neighborhood immediately north of the Arkansas 
River and east of I-25 (on Moffat Street); one is situated along a commercial/light industrial strip just to 
the south across the river (the comer of Moffat Street and Santa Fe Drive); and the last fronts the 
interstate further to the south (on Rio Grande Street). When the localities were originally documented in 
early 2005, archival research (including historic maps, county assessor's files and city directories) found 
no evidence that structures of any sort were ever located on the properties. In addition, the field 
archaeologists indicated that the archaeological potential of the sites was low, with little or no evidence of 
historic cultural remains visible on the surface. Mr. Jepson and Mr. Wolff visited the sites in early April 
2011, and were able to corroborate the latter observations. 

Based on the lack of archival data related to the sites coupled with their present condition (narrow 
portions of existing residential or commercial properties exhibiting no evidence of subsurface 
architectural features or other archaeological manifestations), we have determined that 5PE5450, 
5PE5454, 5PE5456 and 5PE5482 are not eligible for the NRHP. In fact it is now clear that since there is 
no physical or documentary evidence related to these properties, they should not have been identified as 
archaeological sites in the first place. We believe that conducting additional evaluations of these 
properties would serve no greater archaeological or administrative purpose, and would not be in the best 
interest of a public agency. The project will therefore result in no historic properties affected with regard 
to these four sites. (It is salient to note that later this year I 0 "need data" historic archaeological sites 
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within the impact area of the Modified Alternative will be subjected to test excavations to determine 
eligibility. We will coordinate review of that task with you upon its completion.) 

Copies of the survey forms for the four sites are in your files, and as such additional copies are not 
included herewith. This information has been sent concurrently to the SHPO. 

We request your review of the determinations of eligibility and effects as outlined above. If you elect to 
submit comments regarding our evaluations, please forward them within 30 days of receipt of this 
correspondence. If you have questions regarding the foregoing information, please contact Mr. Jepson at 
(303) 757-9631 or daniel.jepson@dotstate.co.us. 

Very truly yours, 

~~=-
~ane Hann, Manager 

f"' ,,_Environmental Programs Branch 
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May 5, 2011 

Jane Hann, Manager 
Environmental Programs Branch 
Department of Transportation 
4201 E. Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 

Re: Revised Determinations of Eligibility and Effects for Archaeological Resources, CDOT Project 
IM 0251-156, New Pueblo Freeway EIS, Pueblo County (CHS #43967) 

Dear Ms. Hann, 

Thank you for your correspondence dated April 19, 2011 (received by our office on April 25, 2011) 
regarding the subject project. 

Upon review of the documentation provided, we wanted to inform you that our records indicate the 
following: 

• Smithsonian number 5PE5450 has been retired and subsumed under site number 5PE4715, 
determined officially not eligible and concurred upon by our office on April 9, 2009. 

•· Smithsonian number 5PE5456 has been retired and subsumed under site number SPE5048, 
determined officially not eligible and concurred upon by our office on April 9, 2009. 

• Smithsonian number 5PE5482 has been retired and subsumed under site number 5PE4682, 
determined officially not eligible and concurred upon by our office on August 19, 2007. 

We concur with your determination that site SPE5454 is not eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP). 

As such, we concur that a finding of no historic properties affected is appropriate with regard to 
these four sites. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We look forward to additional consultation for the 
proposed project. If we may be of further assistance please contact Shina du Vall, Section 106 
Compliance Manager, at (303) 866-4674 or shina.duvall@chs.state.co.us. 

Sincerely, -< 

a--~Jtr~,~ 
Edward C. Nichols 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
ECN/SAD 

THE COLORADO HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

CIVIC CENTER PLAZA 1560 BROADWAY SUITE 400 DENVER COLORADO 80202 www.historycolorado.org 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

August 1, 2011 

Mr. Edward C. Nichols 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
History Colorado 
1560 Broadway, Ste. 400 
Denver, CO 80202 

STATE OF COLORADO 

SUBJECT: Additional Revised Determinations of Eligibility and Effects for Archaeological 
Resources (Existing Alternative), Project IM 0251-156, New Pueblo Freeway Draft EIS, 
Pueblo County (CHS #43967) 

Dear Mr. Nichols: 

In correspondence dated April 19, 2011, CDOT submitted revised eligibility and effects determinations 
for four archaeological sites in the Area of Potential Effects for the so-called Modified (Preferred) 
Alternative of the project referenced above. Those sites were initially evaluated as needing additional 
data but subsequently recommended as not eligible for the NRHP by CDOT. You concurred with our 
revised recommendations in a May 5, 2011 letter. 

The project team has recently elected to assess the effects to historic properties for the other action 
alternative studied in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, known as the "Existing" Alternative. 
Similar to the four sites within the Modified Alternative referenced above, three "need data" 
archaeological sites within the Existing Alternative APE have been subjected to additional scrutiny given 
that none appear to contain the potential for intact, substantial buried cultural deposits. We believe that 
none of the three sites meet the eligibility criteria for nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

All three sites (SPE5462, SPR5463 and 5PES501) consist of vacant lots in residential neighborhoods. 
When the localities were originally documented in early 2005, archival research (including historic maps, 
county assessor's files and city directories) found no evidence that structures of any sort were ever located 
on the properties. In addition, the field archaeologists indicated that the archaeological potential of the 
sites was generally low, with little or no evidence of historic cultural remains visible on the surface. 
Those observations were subsequently confirmed by CDOT archaeologists. 

Based on the lack of archival data related to the sites coupled with their present condition (narrow 
portions of existing residential properties exhibiting no evidence of subsurface architectural features or 
other archaeological manifestations), we have determined that 5PE5462, 5PE5463 and 5PE5501 are not 
eligible for the NRHP. It is now clear that since there is no physical or documentary evidence related to 
these properties, they should not have been identified as archaeological sites at all. We believe that 
conducting additional evaluations of these properties would serve no greater archaeological or 
administrative purpose, and would not be in the best interest of a public agency. The project will 
therefore result in no historic properties affected with regard to these three sites. 



Mr. Nichols 
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Copies of the survey forms for the sites are in your files, and as such additional copies are not included 
herewith. We request your concurrence with the determinations of eligibility and effects as outlined 
above. If you have questions regarding the foregoing information, please contact CDOT Senior Staff 
Archaeologist Dan Jepson at (303) 757-9631 or daniel.iepson@dot.state.co.us. 

Very truly yours, 

<~ 
/};;'Jane Hann, Manager 

/'-"'....,.Environmental Programs Branch 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

August 1, 2011 

Mr. Wade Broadhead 
Historic Preservation Commission 
City of Pueblo 
211 East D Street 
Pueblo, CO 81003 

STATE OF COLORADO 

DWARTMINTOfTJtANSl'alTATION 

SUBJECT: Additional Revised Determinations of Eligibility and Effects for Archaeological 
Resources (Existing Alternative), Project IM 0251-156, New Pueblo Freeway Draft EIS, 
Pueblo County 

Dear Mr. Broadhead: 

In correspondence dated April 19, 2011, CDOT provided to you revised eligibility and effects 
determinations for four archaeological sites in the Area of Potential Effects for the so-called Modified 
(Preferred) Alternative of the project referenced above. Those sites were initially evaluated as needing 
additional data but subsequently recommended as not eligible for the NRHP by COOT. The State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with our revised recommendations in a May 5, 2011 
letter. 

The project team has recently elected to assess the effects to historic properties for the other action 
alternative studied in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, known as the "Existing" Alternative. 
Similar to the four sites within the Modified Alternative referenced above, three "need data" 
archaeological sites within the Existing Alternative APE have been subjected to additional scrutiny given 
that none appear to contain the potential for intact, substantial buried cultural deposits. We believe that 
none of the three sites meet the eligibility criteria for nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

All three sites (5PE5462, 5PR5463 and 5PE5501) consist of vacant lots in residential neighborhoods. 
When the localities were originally documented in early 2005, archival research (including historic maps, 
county assessor's files and city directories) found no evidence that structures of any sort were ever located 
on the properties. In addition, the field archaeologists indicated that the archaeological potential of the 
sites was generally low, with little or no evidence of historic cultural remains visible on the surface. 
Those observations were subsequently confirmed by CDOT archaeologists. 

Based on the lack of archival data related to the sites coupled with their present condition (narrow 
portions of existing residential properties exhibiting no evidence of subsurface architectural features or 
other archaeological manifestations), we have determined that 5PE5462, 5PE5463 and 5PE5501 are not 
eligible for the NRHP. It is now clear that since there is no physical or documentary evidence related to 
these properties, they should not have been identified as archaeological sites at all. We believe that 
conducting additional evaluations of these properties would serve no greater archaeological or 
administrative purpose, and would not be in the best interest of a public agency. The project will 
therefore result in no historic properties affected with regard to these three sites. 
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Copies of the survey fonns for the sites are in your files, and as such additional copies are not included 
herewith. This information has been sent concurrently to the SHPO. 

We request your review of the determinations of eligibility and effects as outlined above. If you elect to 
submit comments regarding our evaluations, please forward them within 30 days of receipt of this 
correspondence. If you have questions regarding the foregoing information, please contact COOT Senior 
Staff Archaeologist Dan Jepson at (303) 757-9631 or daniel.iepson@dot.state.co.us. 
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August 19, 2011 

Jane Hann, Manager 
Environmental Programs Branch 
Department of Transportation 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 

Re: Additional Revised Determinations of Eligibility and Effects for Archaeological Resources (Existing 
Alternative), Project IM 0251-156, New Pueblo Freeway Draft EIS, Pueblo County (CHS #43967) 

Dear Ms. Hann, 

Thank you for your correspondence dated August 1, 2011 (received by our office on August 2, 2011) regarding 
the subject project. 

Based on our review of the documentation provided, we want to inform you that our records indicate the 
following: 

• Smithsonian numbers 5PE5462/5PE5463 were retired and combined under site number 5PE4742; this 
site was determined not eligible with concurrence by our office on April 9, 2009. 

• Smithsonian number 5PE5501 was retired and subsumed under site number 5PE5211. 1bis resource 
was determined not eligible with subsequent concurrence by our office on April 10, 2009. 

• As such, we concur that a finding of no historic properties affected is appropriate with regard to 
these sites. 

• In addition to the above noted changes, a total of 29 Smithsonian numbers related to this project were 
retired and combined based on research undertaken by staff in our Information Management Unit. 
Specifically this research entailed the comparison of tax assessor (parcel) information and Sanborn maps 
with that contained on the associated site forms. Duplicate designations were retired, as appropriate, but 
our office apparently never relayed this information to your office. We certainly apologize for this 
omission. Please note the following changes for your records: 

Rc:tired # Current# Retired# Current# Retired# Current# 

5PE5411 5PE5012 5PE5450 5PE4715 SPESSOO 5PE5209 

SPE5413 SPE5013 5PE5456 SPE5048 5PE5501 5PE5211 

5PE5414 SPE4546 5PE5462/ 5PE4742 SPE5503 5PE5241 
5PE5463 

"5PE5416 SPE3890 SPE5465 5PE4754 5PE5507 5PE5253 

SPE5430 5PE5076 5PE5477 5PE4905 SPESSOS 5PE5258 

SPE5435 5PE4610 5PE5480 5PE4931 5PE5509 SPE3625 

5PE5439 5PE4660 5PES482 5PE4862 5PE5511 SPE5282 

5PE5441 5PE4637 5PE5486 SPE4684 5PE5515 5PE5280 

SPE5443 5PE4630 5PE5495 5PE5130 

5PE5448 5PE4722 5PE5499 5PE5180 

~t-tt COLORADO HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

Crvrc CENTER PLAZA 1560 BROADWAY SUITE 400 DENVER COLORADO 80202 www.historycolorado.org 



Thank you for the opportunity to comment and we look forward to additional consultation for the proposed 
project. If you need further clarification as to the methodology behind these number changes, please contact 
Erika Schmelzer, Cultural Resource Information/ GIS Specialist, at (303) 866-2656 or 
erika.schmelzer@chs.state.co.us or Mark Tobias, Section 106 Compliance Manager, at (303) 866-4674 or 
mark.tobias@chs.state.co.us. 

Sincerely, 

?~Jtr~ 
),,, Edward C. Nichols 

State Historic Preservation Officer 
ECN/MAT 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

December 13, 2011 

Mr. Edward C. Nichols 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
History Colorado 
1200 Broadway 
Denver, CO 80203 

STATE OF COLORADO 

--------- . . 

DEPARTMENT OI' TIIANSl'ORT ATION 

SUBJECT: Additional Determinations of Eligibility and Effects for Archaeological Sites, 
Project IM 0251~156, New Pueblo Freeway Final EIS, Pueblo County (CHS #43967) 

Dear Mr. Nichols: 

In 2010 and early 2011, the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) determined that 15 historic 
archaeological sites would be directly impacted by construction of either the Existing Alternative or 
Modified (Preferred) Alternative for the project referenced above, as a result of the on-going NEPA 
documentation process. Of that total, two sites previously determined eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places (5PE5458 and 5PE5483) were assessed as being adversely affected by the Preferred 
Alternative (refer to correspondence from your office dated June 1, 2010). The 13 remaining "need data" 
sites required evaluative test excavations in order to adequately define the presence or absence of buried 
cultural remains and thereafter make comprehensive NRHP eligibility determinations. 

Between late August and early October 2011, test excavations were conducted at 11 of the 13 sites 
(5PE3890, 5PE5405,5PE5446,5PE5447,5PE5449,SPE5460,SPE5464,5PES466,5PE5479,5PE5481 
and 5PE5504); two private landowners refused access to their properties for testing, and consequently 
work at those localities ( 5PE5417 and 5PE5488) will be delayed until CDOT acquires the properties prior 
to construction. The enclosed report, completed by Centennial Archaeology, Inc. on behalf of CDOT, 
'describes in detail the archival research, and site testing and NRHP evaluations completed for each 
resource. 

All 11 sites are presently manifested as vacant lots lacking standing structures. However, based on 
archival research it was determined that nearly all exhibited one or more standing structures historically. 
One site (5PE5405) was originally commercial in character, housing a hotel, laundry and, later, a hospital; 
the remaining sites consisted of single-family residential structures with associated outbuildings. 

Test excavations revealed that subsurface deposits at the sites were uniformly highly disturbed, with 
thorough mixing of historic and modern artifacts. All 11 localities are lacking in physical integrity and 
their potential to contribute important historical information is negligible, and therefore they are 
recommended as not eligible for nomination to the NRHP. With regard to these resources, the project 
will have no affect to historic properties. 

This information has been sent concurrently to the City of Pueblo Historic Preservation Commission, the 
National Trust for Historic Preservation, and Colorado Preservation, Inc., all of which are Section 106 
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consulting parties. Per established protocol, the Pueblo Preservation Commission will coordinate review 
of this material for other local consulting parties participating in the project. We will provide you with a 
copy of any comments received. 

We request your concurrence with the eligibility and effects determinations outlined above and in the 
enclosed report and site forms. If you have questions or require additional information in order to 
complete your review, please contact CDOT Senior Staff Archaeologist Dan Jepson at (303) 757-9631 or 
daniel.jepson@dot.state.co.us. 

Very truly yours, 

Jane Hann, Manager 
Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: Testing report & revised site fonns 

cc: L. Strcisfeld (CDOT Region 2) 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303} 757-9281 

December 13, 2011 

Mr. Wade Broadhead 
Historic Preservation Commission 
City of Pueblo 
211 East D Street 
Pueblo, CO 81003 

STATE OF COLORADO 

DEPARTMENT OFTJtANS10RTATlON 

SUBJECT: Additional Determinations of Eligibility and Effects for Archaeological Sites, 
Project IM 0251-156, New Pueblo Freeway Final EIS, Pueblo County 

Dear Mr. Broadhead: 

In 2010 and early 2011, the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) determined that 15 historic 
archaeological sites would be directly impacted by construction of either the Existing Alternative or 
Modified (Preferred) Alternative for the project referenced above, as a result of the on-going NEPA 
documentation process. Of that total, two sites previously determined eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places (5PE5458 and 5PE5483) were assessed as being adversely affected by the Preferred 
Alternative (refer to the attached correspondence from the State Historic Preservation Officer [SHPO] 
dated June 1, 2010). The 13 remaining "need data" sites required evaluative test excavations in order to 
adequately define the presence or absence of buried cultural remains and thereafter make comprehensive 
NRHP eligibility determinations. 

Between late August and early October 2011, test excavations were conducted at 11 of the 13 sites 
(5PE3890,5PE5405,5PE5446,5PE5447,5PE5449,5PE5460,5PE5464,5PE5466,5PE5479,5PE5481 
and 5PE5504); two private landowners refused access to their properties for testing, and consequently 
work at those localities (5PE5417 and 5PE5488) will be delayed until CDOT acquires the properties prior 
to construction. The enclosed report, completed by Centennial Archaeology, Inc. on behalf of COOT, 
describes in detail the archival research, and site testing and NRHP evaluations completed for each 
resource. 

All 11 sites are presently manifested as vacant lots lacking standing structures. However, based on 
archival research it was determined that nearly all exhibited one or more standing structures historically. 
One site (5PE5405) was originally commercial in character, housing a hotel, laundry and, later, a hospital; 
the remaining sites consisted of single-family residential structures with associated outbuildings. 

Test excavations revealed that subsurface deposits at the sites were uniformly highly disturbed, with 
thorough mixing of historic and modern artifacts. All 11 localities are lacking in physical integrity and 
their potential to contribute important historical information is negligible, and therefore they are 
recommended as not eligible for nomination to the NRHP. With regard to these resources, the project 
will have no affect to historic properties. 

This information has been sent concurrently to the SHPO for Section 106 compliance review, as well as 
to additional consulting parties, the National Trust for Historic Preservation and Colorado Preservation, 
Inc. 
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We request your review of the detenninations of eligibility and effects as outlined above. If you elect to 
submit comments regarding our evaluations, please forward them within 30 days of receipt of this 
correspondence. We also assume that you will coordinate the appropriate review by other consulting 
parties, as has been the protocol for this project previously. 

If you have questions or require additional information in order to complete your review, please contact 
CDOT Senior Staff Archaeologist Dan Jepson at (303) 757-9631 or daniel.jepson@dot.state.co.us. 

Very truly yours, 

Jane Hann, Manager 
Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: Testing report & revised site forms 
June 2010 SHPO letter 

cc: L. Streisfeld (COOT Region 2) 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

December 13, 2011 

Mr. Jim Lindberg 
National Trust for Historic Preservation 
Mountain/ Plains Regional Office 
535 16th St., Ste. 750 
Denver, CO 80202 

STATE OF COLORADO 

DD'AllTMENT Of TAANS10RT A TION 

SUBJECT: Additional Determinations of Eligibility and Effects for Archaeological Sites 
Project IM 0251·156, New Pueblo Freeway Final EIS, Pueblo County 

Dear Mr. Lindberg: 

In 2010 and early 2011, the Colorado Department of Transportation {COOT) determined that 15 historic 
archaeological sites would be directly impacted by construction of either the Existing Alternative or 
Modified (Preferred) Alternative for the project referenced above, as a result of the on-going NEPA 
documentation process. Of that total, two sites previously determined eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places ( 5PE54 5 8 and 5PE5483) were assessed as being adversely affected by the Preferred 
Alternative (refer to the attached correspondence from the State Historic Preservation Officer [SHPO] 
dated June 1, 2010). The 13 remafoing "need data" sites required evaluative test excavations in order to 
adequately define the presence or absence of buried cultural remains and thereafter make comprehensive 
NRHP eligibility determinations. 

Between late August and early October 2011, test excavations were conducted at 11 of the 13 sites 
{5PE3890,5PE5405,5PE5446,5PE5447,5PE5449,5PE5460,5PE5464,5PE5466,5PE5479,5PE5481 
and 5PE5 504 ); two private landowners refused access to their properties for testing, and consequently 
work at those localities (5PES417 and 5PE5488) will be delayed until CDOT acquires the properties prior 
to construction. The enclosed report, completed by Centennial Archaeology, Inc. on behalf ofCDOT, 
describes in detail the archival research, and site testing and NRHP evaluations completed for each 
resource. 

All 11 sites are presently manifested as vacant lots lacking standing structures. However, based on 
archival research it was determined that nearly all exhibited one or more standing structures historically. 
One site {5PE5405) was originally commercial in character, housing a hotel, laundry and, later, a hospital; 
the remaining sites consisted of single-family residential structures with associated outbuildings. 

Test excavations revealed that subsurface deposits at the sites were uniformly highly disturbed, with 
thorough mixing of historic and modem artifacts. All 11 localities are lacking in physical integrity and 
their potential to contribute important historical information is negligible, and therefore they are 
recommended as not eligible for nomination to the NRHP. With regard to these resources, the project 
will have no affect to historic properties. 

This information has been sent concurrently to the SHPO for Section 106 compliance review, as well as 
to additional consulting parties, Colorado Preservation, Inc. and the City of Pueblo Historic Preservation 
Commission (which is coordinating review by other local consulting parties). 
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We request your review of the determinations of eligibility and effects as outlined above. If you elect to 
submit comments regarding our evaluations, please forward them within 30 days of receipt of this 
correspondence. 

If you have questions or require additional information in order to complete your review, please contact 
CDOT Senior Staff Archaeologist Dan Jepson at (303) 757-9631 or danieLjepson@dot.state.co.us. 

~-
f);;jane Hann, Manager r -Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: Testing report & revised site forms 
June 2010 SHPO letter 

cc: L. Streisfeld (CDOT Region 2) 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(303) 757-9281 

December 13, 2011 

Acting Executive Director 
Colorado Preservation, Inc. 
2100 Downing St., Ste. 300 
Denver, CO 80205 

STATE OF COLORADO 

DEPAllTNfNT OF TRANlll'ORT A TION 

SUBJECT: Additional Determinations of Eligibility and Effects for Archaeological SifoS;, ·.: 
Project IM 0251-156, New Pueblo Freeway Final EIS, Pueblo County 

Dear Acting Executive Director: 

In 2010 and early 2011, the Colorado Department of Transportation (COOT) determined that 15 historic 
archaeological sites would be directly impacted by construction of either the Existing Alternative or 
Modified (Preferred) Alternative for the project referenced above, as a result of the on-going NEPA 
documentation process. Of that total, two sites previously determined eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places (5PE5458 and 5PE5483) were assessed as being adversely affected by the Preferred 
Alternative (refer to the attached correspondence from the State Historic Preservation Officer [SHPOJ 
dated June 1, 2010). The 13 remaining "need data" sites required evaluative test excavations in order to 
adequately define the presence or absence of buried cultural remains and thereafter make comprehensive 
NRHP eligibility determinations. 

Between late August and early October 2011, test excavations were conducted at 11 of the 13 sites 
(5PE3890, 5PE5405, 5PE5446, 5PE5447, 5PE5449, 5PE5460, 5PE5464, 5PE5466, 5PE5479, 5PE5481 
and 5PE5504); two private landowners refused access to their properties for testing, and consequently 
work at those localities ( SPE54 l 7 and 5PE5488) will be delayed until CDOT acquires the properties prior 
to construction. The enclosed report, completed by Centennial Archaeology, Inc. on behalf of CDOT, 
describes in detail the archival research, and site testing and NRHP evaluations completed for each 
resource. 

All 11 sites are presently manifested as vacant lots lacking standing structures. However, based on 
archival research it was determined that nearly all exhibited one or more standing structures historically. 
One site (5PE5405) was originaJly commercial in character, housing a hotel, laundry and, later, a hospital; 
the remaining sites consisted of single-family residential structures with associated outbuildings. 

Test excavations revealed that subsurface deposits at the sites were uniformly highly disturbed, with 
thorough mixing of historic and modern artifacts. All 11 localities are lacking in physical integrity and 
their potential to contribute important historical information is negligible, and therefore they are 
recommended as not eligible for nomination to the NRHP. With regard to these resources, the project 
will have no affect to historic properties. 

This information has been sent concurrently to the SHPO for Section 106 compliance review, as well as 
to additional consulting parties, the National Trust for Historic Preservation and the City of Pueblo 

·Historic Preservation Commission (which is coordinating review by other local consulting parties). 
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We request your review of the determinations of eligibility and effects as outlined above. If you elect to 
submit comments regarding our evaluations, please forward them within 30 days of receipt of this 
correspondence. 

If you have questions or require additional information in order to complete your review, please contact 
CDOT Senior Staff Archaeologist Dan Jepson at (303) 757-9631 or daniel.iepson@dot.state.co.us. 

Very truly yours, 

{fh~ 
/kfCJane Hann, Manager f --Environmental Programs Branch 

Enclosures: Testing report & revised site forms 
June 2010 SHPO letter 

cc: L. Streisfcld (COOT Region 2) 
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January 11, 2012 

Dan Jepson 
Senior Staff Archaeologist 
Department of Transportation 
Environmental Programs Br~nch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Denver, Colorado 80222 

Re: Additional Determinations of Eligibility and Effects for Archaeological Sites, Project IM-0251-156, New 
Pueblo Freeway Final EIS, Pueblo County (CHS #43967) 

Dear Mr.Jepson, 

Thank you for your correspondence dated December 13, 2011 (received by our office on December 14, 2011) 
regarding the subject project. 

Following our review of the documentation provided, we concur with your determination that the following sites 
are not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places: 5PE3890, 5PE5405, 5PE5446, 5PE5447, 
5PE5449, 5PE5460, 5PE5464, 5PE5466, 5PE5479, 5PE5481, and 5PE5504. With regards to these eleYen sites, 
we concur that a finding of no historic properties affected is appropriate for the proposed project. 

Thank you for the opportunity to corrunent. We look forward to continued consultation on the New Pueblo 
Freeway Project including the archaeological testing of sites 5PE5417 and 5PE5488. If we may be of further 
assistance please contact Mark Tobias, Section 106 Compliance Manager, at (303) 866-4674 or 
mark.tobias@state.co.us. 

. }_~ccttly, u ~ JfO ' ( ____ 
t- Edward C. Nichols 

State Historic Preservation Officer 
ECN/MAT 
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January 18, 2012 
 
Mr. John M. Cater 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
Colorado Division 
12300 West Dakota Avenue, Suite 180 
Lakewood, CO  80228 
 
Ref:   Proposed I-25 New Pueblo Freeway Improvement Project  

         Pueblo County, Colorado 

         CDOT Project IM 0251-156 

           
Dear Mr. Cater: 
 
The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) received your notification and supporting 
documentation regarding the adverse effects of the referenced project on properties listed on and eligible 
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Based upon the information you provided, we have 
concluded that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing Individual Section 106 Cases, 
of our regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), does not apply to this 
undertaking. Accordingly, we do not believe that our participation in the consultation to resolve adverse 
effects is needed. However, if we receive a request for participation from the State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, affected Indian tribe, a consulting party, or other 
party, we may reconsider this decision. Additionally, should circumstances change, and you determine that 
our participation is needed to conclude the consultation process, please notify us.   
 
Pursuant to 36 CFR §800.6(b)(1)(iv), you will need to file the final Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), 
developed in consultation with the Colorado SHPO, and any other consulting parties, and related 
documentation with the ACHP at the conclusion of the consultation process. The filing of the MOA and 
supporting documentation with the ACHP is required in order to complete the requirements of Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act.  
 
Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to review this undertaking.  If you have any questions, 
please contact Carol Legard at 202-606-8522, or via email at clegard@achp.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 

Raymond V. Wallace 
Historic Preservation Technician 
Office of Federal Agency Programs 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Building 
DenvGr, Colorado 80222 
(303} 757-9011 

June 29, 2012 

Mr. Edward Nichols 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Colorado Historical Society 
1300 Broadway 
Denver, CO 80203 

STATE OF COLORADO 

RE: Programmatic Agreement for Signature, CDOT Project IM 0251-156, 1-25 Improvements Through 
Pueblo EIS, Pueblo County 

Dear Mr. Nichols: 

Enclosed for your signature is the Programmatic Agreement (PA) developed in accordance with 36 CFR 
800. l 4(b) to outline the Section I 06 process and historic properties mitigation for the project referenced 
above, which involves proposed capacity improvements along an eight mile segment of Interstate 25 in 
Pueblo between the interchanges at Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) and 29th Street (milepost 102). 

The Proposed Action results in adverse effects to 3 8 properties, including individually eligible properties 
and larger historic districts comprised of many contributing features. Historic properties of primary 
concern to the consulting parties include Mineral Palace Park and the former CF&I Steel Mill property. 
Mitigation options concerning these resources are specified in the agreement. 

This agreement was developed in consultation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), CDOT 
Region 2 environmental staff, Amy Pallante of the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and the 
Section 106 consulting parties as listed in the document. The agreement incorporates revisions from all 
parties who commented on draft versions. 

FHW A is requesting that the SHPO participate in the PA as a signatory. Once a signature has been affixed, 
please return the original document to Lisa Schoch, Senior Staff Historian, in the Environmental Programs 
Branch. Execution of this PA is consistent with the process outlined in the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation's Regulations, 36 CFR Part 800. If you have questions or require additional information, 
please contact Ms. Schoch at (303) 512-4258. Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this 
matter. 

Very truly yours, 

\)~~wm Ho \CuJio0\. 
-~..f Jane Hann, Manager 

Environmental Program Branch 

Enclosure: Original PA 

cc: Lisa Streisfeld, CDOT Region 2 
F/CF/RF 



September 20, 2012 

Jane Hann, Manager 
Environmental Programs Branch 
4201 East Arkansas Avenue 
Shumate Bldg 
Denver, CO 80222 

Steelworks 
MUSEUM 

BESSEMER 
HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

PUEBLO - COLORADO 

RE: Response to the letter and agreement for Section 106, CDOT project IM 0251-156, 1-25 through Pueblo County 

Dear Ms. Hann, 

Thank you for allowing the Bessemer Historical Society/Steelworks Museum and CF&I Archives to be listed as a 
concurring partner on the above named CDOT agreement and to be a participant in a series of discussions over the past 
several years. 

The Bessemer Historical Society (BHS) Board of Directors will not be signing as a concurring party at this time, due to 
several issues related to: the preservation of the iconic symbol of Pueblo, the Steel Mill Stack and stove; the ''Tunnel" 
and the CF&I office complex being connected to the mill side; preservation of historic artifacts and archives on the mill 
property site; signage of lost and preserved structures in the Bessemer community; and saving a CF&I designed and built 
home by moving it to the BHS property. 

To destroy the history of Bessemer is to destroy its identity'. This is not only the history of Bessemer, but of Pueblo, 
Southern Colorado, all of Colorado, and the entire West. Colorado Fuel and Iron (CF&I) was formed in 1892 with the 
merger of Colorado Coal and Iron (1880) and the Colorado Fuel Company (1883). It owned 69,000 acres containing coal, 
2,000 acres of lands containing iron, and the Minnequa Works Steel Mill in Bessemer. CF&I expanded to own 62 mines in 
five states, become the largest private landowner in Colorado, employ thousands of Coloradans, have the only fully 
integrated steel mill west of the Mississippi River, and recruit employees from around the world to create the most 
diverse communities in the state. 

The CDOT agreement does cover the steel mill stack and relocation on page four, but the six points, ending with number 
six, state that "in the event the relocation of the stack and stoves is not feasible, these resources shall be demolished as 
part of the construction of the Preferred Alternative," which is not a viable alternative for BHS. BHS does not believe 
that moving the st3<:!< and stoves is a viable choice due to the size, age and condition of the stack and stoves. In addition, 
we believe that they will tose their historic context if they are moved. BHS will entertain the suggestion of being the 
owner of the stack and stoves with a dedicated source of funds to help with their preservation and continued care. 

The second, most urgent issue, in relation to the preservation of the Bessemer community is the continuation of the 
"tunnel" under thf' new 1-25. Currently the tunnel runs under the Interstate and to the east side and opens into the 
Evraz steel mill site. When the Preferred Alternative is built the tunnel may or may not be destroyed, but it is not 
covered in the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement. Workers at the mill walked through the gates of the tunnel to 
report to work, walked back through when the shift was over and, in many cases, family members were there waiting to 
walk back home with dad. :A week does not go by without a family member telling a story of meeting dad after his shift 
and how precious the time.was to spend the walk home with him. Often dad would have saved part of his lunch to 
share on that walk. The tunnel provides the connectivity to the steel mill which needs to be preserved to connect the 
historic office complex, now the Steelworks Museum and the repository of the CF&I and Bessemer archives. 

719.564.9086 • 215 Canal Street Pueblo, CO 81004 • www.steelworks.us 

History • Education • Preservation • Industry Culture 



The steel mill site is historic. The industrial history of the country and the history of the working class have not been a 
high priority' in preservation but they need to be. The steel mill was very instrumental in the expansion and settlement 
of the west. Some of the many products CF&I produced were nails and all types of wire, including barbed wire. Can you 
imagine settling the west without barbed wire and nails? The steel mill site needs to be studied and historic artifacts, 
archives and structures need to be cataloged, preserved and exhibited for all to study. 

The Bessemer neighborhood was plotted by the Central Colorado Improvement Company, a CF&I predecessor company, 
and model company homes were built to encourage home ownership. When the Preferred Alternative is built many 
homes will be destroyed, so it is a priority to save a CF&I house and move it to a new location on the CF&I historic office 
site, which is 5.7 acres. This needs to include moving, a new foundation, restoration and funding for continuing care. 

As previously stated if you destroy the history of Bessemer, then you will also destroy its identity In addition to 
preventing the future destruction of historic structures, we need to help rectify the results of past destruction. Signage 
needs to be installed to help remember the past and to bring awareness to the residents of Bessemer, and all of 
Colorado, about what we saved and what that says about who we are. 

Please feel free to contact either myself or Julie Rodriguez, Executive Director, for clarification or additional explanation. 
Once again, we appreciate COOT including BHS in the discussions on the preservation of the Bessemer community but 
we feel we need to express our concerns in order to save our identity. 

Sincerely, 

Cc: 
Governor John Hickenlooper 
Lt. Governor Joe Garcia 
John M. Cater, Colorado Division Administrator 
Edward Nichols, President and CEO, State Historic Preservation officer, History Colorado 
Don Hunt, Executive Director COOT 
Pueblo County Commissioners 
Pueblo City Council 
Gil Ortiz, Senior Regional COOT Director 
Jim Lindberg, National Trust for Historic Preservation 
Ben Lutz, General Manager, Evraz Rocky Mountain Steel-Pueblo 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Lisa Schoch, COOT Senior Historian 
Jane Daniels, Colorado Preservation Inc. 
Robert E. Musgraves, Colorado Preservation Inc. 
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Tribal Consultation 



FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION/COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
SECTION 106 TRJBAL CONSULTATION INTEREST RESPONSE FORM 

PRO~CT: I-25/Pueblo Freewa Envimnmental Im act Statement _ 

Th~":::;' . j o CJ . Triibe [i~(circle one) interested in 
bettimi~Jfi consulting party for the Colorado Department of Transportation project referenced above, for 
the' purpose of complying with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its implementing 
regulations)(36 CPR 800). If your tribe will be a ~l · g p y, please ;nswer the

1 
q~s~ions b l 

signe;f'~ - J1e, ... 

CONSULTING PARTY STATUS [36 CFR §800.2(c)(3)] 
Do you know of any specific sites or places to which your tribe attaches religious and cultural significance 
that may be affected by this project? 

Yes No If yes, please explain the general nature of these places and how or why they are significant 
(use additional pages if necessary). Locational information is not required. 

SCOPEOFIDENTIFICATIONEFFORTS (36 CFR §800.4(a)(4)] 
Do you have information you can provide us that will assist us in identifying sites or places that may be of 
religious or cultural significance to your tribe? 

Yes No If yes, please explain. 

CONFIDENTIALITY OF INFORMATION (36 CFR §800.1 l(c)] 
Is there any information you have provided here, or may provide in the future, that you wish to remain 
confidential? 

Yes No If yes, please explain. 

Please complete and return this form via US Mail or fax to: 

Dan Jepson, Section 106 Native American Liaison 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
Environmental Programs 
4201 E. Arkansas Ave. 
Denver, CO 80222 
FAX: (303)757-9445 



  

 

 

 
Section 4(f) Correspondence 



 
Creighton Wright  800 Goodnight Avenue 
Director of Parks & Recreation  Pueblo, CO  81005 
 
 
Mike Sexton  Phone:  (719) 553-2790 
Assistant Director  Fax:  (719) 553-2791 
Parks & Recreation  email:  parks@pueblo.us 
  www.puebloparks.us 

 
Parks & Recreation 

 
July 13, 2010 
 
Rich Zamora,  
Colorado Department of Transportation 
1019 Erie Ave 
Pueblo, CO 81002 
 
 
SUBJECT: Pueblo I-25 Freeway Letter for EIS 
 
 
Dear Mr. Zamora, 
 
The new Pueblo I-25 Freeway project will be a major asset for the City of Pueblo and the rest of southern 
Colorado.  It provides badly needed improvements to the vehicular transit system for the City of Pueblo 
and the region.  It also provides for awesome opportunities to develop regional multimodal trail system 
and recreation amenities via mitigation due to the freeway expansion. 
 
As you may know, I became Parks and Recreation Director for the City of Pueblo in September 2009.  
This is far after the major planning effort for the new Pueblo I-25 Freeway had ended.  I have studied the 
plans extensively, met with the landscape design team and spoke with some of the staff that were 
involved in the project.  This document identifies concerns/challenges, proposed solutions and my 
preferences for the ultimate design based on the most advantageous multimodal trail system and 
recreation amenity development.  Other than a preferred alignment, this does not relate to the vehicular 
transit system. 
 
While I would have pushed for many design changes due to my own past experience had I participated in 
the design, I will not ask for wholesale changes, but rather will identify less significant challenges that 
will need to be addressed as the formal design process begins.  With this in mind, it is critically important 
that someone from the Pueblo Parks and Recreation formally participate in the design and construction 
process to ensure an understanding of the design, allow time to prepare for changes and ensure city 
standards are followed and accommodated.  
 
ALIGNMENT 

1. MODIFIED ALIGNMENT PREFERRED – HIGH IMPORTANCE 
Due largely to the opportunity to create significant trail connectivity and linkages, I prefer the 
modified alignment.  The modified alignment provides significantly more trail opportunities and 
provides critical north/south connectivity that doesn’t currently exist.  

 
TRAIL CONCERNS WITH THE MODIFIED ALIGNMENT 

1. While the modified alignment is preferred, it doesn’t provide the necessary detail to understand 
the design intent.  The concerns with trails has mostly to do with the connections and the 
expected crossing method.  Oftentimes, trails die because the connectivity isn’t considered early 

mailto:parks@pueblo.us�


enough in the project.  There are several places where the proposed trail crosses the railroad, 
on/off ramps to the freeway, pedestrian bridge, and Northern Avenue.  Finally, it is critical to 
ensure connectivity to other regional amenities adjacent to the freeway project, i.e. Arkansas 
River, and Runyon Lake. 

 
FOUNTAIN CREEK GREENWAY PLAN/RUNYON LAKE MASTERPLAN 

1. The City will be adding to the scope of the Fountain Creek Greenway Plan and including areas 
around Runyon Lake, connections to HARP, Runyon Park, and the area between Runyon 
Park/Lake and I-25.  If CDOT plans to purchase existing houses in this area, the City would be 
interested in taking control of this space and planning for recreation amenity development, 
turning the area into a regional draw.  

 
MINERAL PALACE PARK 

1. MAINTENANCE YARD – HIGH IMPORTANCE 
The Maintenance Yard at Mineral Palace Park represents approximately half the City’s park 
maintenance needs and therefore must not be inoperable for any length of time.  It should be one 
of the first items replaced, and not taken out of commission until after a new yard has been 
constructed.  
 
The planned new location of the yard is problematic.  It is currently two blocks from the highly 
intense uses at the park.  The yard needs to be more centrally located to the park. 
 

2. POOL – MEDIUM IMPORTANCE 
There has been recent discussion about possibly putting an aquatics complex in downtown and 
closing the pool at Mineral Palace Park.  This project would the time to make that change.  
Perhaps the money for mitigation could be contributed to this ultimate location. 
 

3. PARKING – MEDIUM IMPORTANCE 
In its current design the park is severely underparked.  If the park were redesigned, additional 
parking needs should be accommodated.  

 
Again, the I-25, New Pueblo Freeway, is badly needed to improve the transit system for Pueblo and all of 
Southern Colorado.  This project will not only develop the transit system but will assist in the 
development of a multimodal regional trail system and recreation amenities for the City of Pueblo and 
surrounding area.  
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions or comments about the abovementioned requests.  I am 
excited about the development of the transportation system and improvements to the trails and recreation 
system.  
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Creighton Wright 
Director  



  

 

 

 
LEDPA Concurrence Coordination 



us. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Allan Steinle 
Chief, Regulatory Division 
Department of the Army 

Colorado Division 

October 6, 2010 

Corps of Engineers, Albuquerque District 
4101 Jefferson Plaza NE 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87109-3435 

12300 W. Dakota Ave , Suite 180 
Lakewood, Colorado 80228 

720-963-3000 

Fax 720-963-3001 

Subject: I-25 New Pueblo Freeway LED PA concurrence request 

Dear Mr. Steinle: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FWHA) and Colorado Department of Transportation 
(CDOT) are preparing a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for I-25 through Pueblo, 
CO. There are two build alternatives and one no build that are evaluated in the DEIS. We are 
working towards identifying the Modified I-25 Alternative as the preferred alternative in the 
DEIS because it: better serves the project's purpose and need, has fewer impacts to properties in 
the Historic Steelworks Suburbs (69 vs. 86), allows for better mitigation to impacts to Benedict 
Park, and appears to the be the Section 4(f) least harm alternative. Although this alternative has 
more impacts to wetlands (1.10 acres vs. 0.22 acres for the existing Alignment Alternative) we 
consider this to be the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDP A) for 
the above reasons and as further detailed in the attached "I-25 New Pueblo Freeway: Preferred 
Alternative Decision Process" document. The enclosed document also describes some of the 
considerable effort we have taken in refining the alternatives in an effort to reduce impacts to 
wetlands to the maximum extent possible throughout the project. 

At this time we are requesting concurrence from the Corp of Engineers (USA CE) that the 
Modified Alignment for the I-25 New Pueblo Freeway project is the LEDPA. If you have any 
questions please contact Mr. Chris Horn of my office at (720) 963-3017. 

Enclosure 

Cc: Van Truan, USACE, 
Lisa Streisfeld, CDOT Region 2 

Sincerely Yours, 

,J,~,\~~ .,_\-\c'\}-\J 
John M. Cater 
Division Administrator 



 

 

I-25 New Pueblo Freeway: Preferred Alternative 
Decision Process 

Executive Summary 
The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), in coordination with the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for the New Pueblo Freeway, which is a 7-mile stretch of I-25 through the City of Pueblo. 
Interstate 25 (I-25) is a north-south highway that extends from the border of Mexico to 
Wyoming. The route serves as a strategic international corridor under the North American 
Free Trade Act and as an economic lifeline for the city of Pueblo (see Exhibit 1). 

Through Pueblo, I-25 is among the oldest segments of the interstate system in Colorado. 
Few improvements have been made to this segment of I-25 since it became operational in 
1959. There is evidence that this stretch of highway has now reached, and in some cases 
exceeded, its service life. 

While a number of alternatives were considered during the development of this project, the 
alternatives screening process (conducted in conjunction with resource agencies, local 
government representatives, and public input) eliminated all but two action alternatives: the 
Existing I-25 Alternative and the Modified I-25 Alternative. These two alternatives have 
been carried through the detailed impact assessment that will be documented in the Draft 
EIS (DEIS), which is scheduled for publication in late 2010 or early 2011.  

While both alternatives are carried through the DEIS and impacts of each are discussed 
within the document, CDOT and FHWA would like to identify a Preferred Alternative in 
the DEIS. Identifying a Preferred Alternative in the DEIS is dependent upon complying with 
sections of two federal laws in particular: Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and 
Section 4(f) of the United States (US) U.S. Department of Transportation (US DOT) Act of 
1966.  

Based on a careful analysis of the project’s impacts and considering the requirements of the 
regulations implementing Section 404 and Section 4(f), it is recommended the Modified I-25 
Alternative be identified as the preferred alternative, because it better serves the project’s 
purpose and need. Although this alternative has more impacts to wetlands, the impacts can 
be mitigated.   Additionally under this alternative, measures to minimize harm were 
carefully considered; subsequently, the uses to the Section 4(f) recreational properties can 
also be minimized, mitigated, and/or  replaced. This memo documents the rationale behind 
this recommendation. 

Regulatory Framework: Section 4(f) and Section 404 
The regulations implementing Section 4(f) of the US DOT Act of 1966 and the Section 404 of 
the CWA provide guidance for evaluating potential impacts to the resources they protect. 
On occasion, the requirements of  Section 404 and Section 4(f) may point toward different 
project alternatives as preferable for avoiding and minimizing impacts to resources. To 
highlight the goals and processes of these laws, a brief summary follows. 
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Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
Waters of the US, including wetlands, are regulated by the US Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) under Section 404 of the CWA. For CDOT projects, Section 404 requires that 1) 
impacts to wetlands be avoided or minimized to the extent practicable and 2) CDOT obtain 
a permit from the USACE before discharging fill into waters of the US. Section 404 also 
requires that unavoidable impacts to wetlands be minimized and mitigated through 
preservation, restoration, wetland banking, or creation of additional wetland acreage. 
Additionally, the CWA Section 404 (b)(1) guidelines require that the Preferred Alternative 
selected be the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA),the 
practicable alternative that results in a proposed discharge that would have the least 
adverse effect on the aquatic environment. 

In addition to the Section 404 regulations, Presidential Executive Order (EO) 11990 
"Protection of Wetlands," requires that federal agencies avoid, to the extent practicable, both 
long-term and short-term adverse impacts associated with the destruction or modification of 
wetlands. More specifically, the EO directs federal agencies to avoid construction in 
wetlands unless there is no reasonable alternative, and states that where wetlands cannot be 
avoided, the proposed action must include all practicable measures to minimize impacts to 
wetlands. 

Section 4(f) of the US DOT Act of 1966 
Section 4(f) stipulates that FHWA and other Department of Transportation agencies can not 
approve the use of land from publicly owned parks or recreational areas, wildlife or 
waterfowl refuges, or public or private historical sites unless the following conditions apply:  

 A determination is made that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of 
land from the property, and the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm 
to the property resulting from such use, or  

 The use of property, including any measures to minimize harm, will have a de minimis 
impact on the property. 

Section 4(f) legislation requires the selection of an alternative that avoids the use of Section 
4(f) property, if that alternative is deemed feasible and prudent. The Section 4(f) regulation 
states that, if there is no feasible and prudent alternative that avoids use of Section 4(f) 
properties, FHWA “may approve only the alternative that causes the least overall harm in 
light of the statute's preservation purpose.” (23 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 774) 

Project Purpose and Need 
The purpose of the New Pueblo Freeway project is to 1) improve safety by addressing 
deteriorating roadways and bridges and unsafe road characteristics on I-25, and 2) improve 
local and regional mobility within and through the City of Pueblo to meet existing and 
future travel demands. 

Construction of I-25 through Pueblo began in 1949 and was completed in 1959. The roadway 
was constructed before the interstate system and its associated design guidelines had been 
created. As a result of its age and the design practices of the time at which it was built, this 
section of I-25 through Pueblo contains structural and operational deficiencies. These 
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deficiencies are becoming apparent through current transportation problems that can be 
grouped as follows: 

 Safety problems. This section of I-25 has high accident rates that exceed state averages; 
segments with narrow lanes; areas where shoulders are too narrow to safely 
accommodate a broken-down vehicle; on and off ramps with inadequate lengths to 
maneuver vehicles; and inadequate spacing of interchanges to safely merge with 
highway traffic. 

 Mobility problems. In this section of I-25, there are interchanges that do not connect to 
appropriate city streets (connect to local neighborhood streets rather than major arterial 
streets); areas of reduced speed; segments with congestion and a poor level of service; 
aging bridges with inadequate bridge sufficiency ratings; and conflicts with local and 
regional travel. 

Interstate 25 is an aging facility with short, steep on and off ramps, tight curves, and little or 
no shoulders for emergency stopping. The highway engineers in the 1950s designed the 
freeway to serve transportation needs through the year 1975.  

The demands of twenty-first century travel manifest in high accident rates along this stretch 
of I-25. The accident rates are a result of the combination of traffic volumes, increasing 
speeds, and inadequate geometric features (such as tight curves, inadequate stopping sight 
distance, narrow shoulders, and close ramp spacing). Furthermore, the on and off ramp 
deficiencies and high usage intensify the accident rates at and near interchanges.  

As exemplified by the need to improve mobility, also of concern to local residents is the 
fragmentation of neighborhoods and communities that occurred with the original 
construction of I-25. Reestablishing connectivity between fragmented areas goes hand-in-
hand with improving mobility on the local system. In turn, improved mobility on the local 
system will reduce the need for residents to use I-25 for the purposes of local trips. 

Alternatives Investigated  
The Existing I-25 Alternative, the Modified I-25 Alternative, and a No Action Alternative 
have been identified and are evaluated in the DEIS prepared for the project. These 
alternatives are described below. 

No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative includes minor maintenance, repair, and safety improvements 
throughout the Pueblo region that are currently included in the Pueblo Area Council of 
Government’s (PACOG) 2035 Regional Transportation Plan. The No Action Alternative fails to 
address documented safety problems on I-25 (including accident rates that exceed statewide 
averages). It does not provide the additional capacity on I-25 to accommodate existing and 
future travel demands and both regional and local trips. It maintains interchanges that do 
not connect to major arterial streets; maintains inappropriate connections to local 
neighborhood streets, areas of reduced speed, congested segments, a poor level of service, 
aging bridges with inadequate bridge sufficiency ratings; and conflicts with local and 
regional travel. It fails to address poor roadway geometry on I-25, including narrow lanes, 
narrow shoulders that do not accommodate broken-down vehicles, ramps with inadequate 
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lengths to maneuver vehicles, and inadequate spacing of interchanges. However, the No 
Action Alternative would not impact any Section 4(f) properties or jurisdictional wetlands.  

Build Alternatives 

Two build alternatives have been identified during the course of the I-25 study, the Existing 
I-25 Alternative and the Modified I-25 Alternative. Both alternatives would: 

 Widen the highway from four lanes to six lanes (three in each direction) between 
approximately 29th Street and Pueblo Boulevard and would reconstruct five 
interchanges; 

 Extend Dillon Drive on the west side of Fountain Creek from 26th Street to US Highway 
50B;  

 Reconfigure the downtown interchanges between 13th Street and 1st Street to be a split 
diamond configuration with one-way frontage roads between the ramps; and 

 Improve east-west mobility by providing a split diamond interchange between 
Abriendo and Northern Avenues and reconnect Abriendo Avenue to Santa Fe Drive/US 
50C. Doing this would reestablish the east-west link that was lost when I-25 was 
constructed in the 1950s.  

The differences between the alternatives are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Existing I-25 Alternative 
The Existing I-25 Alternative includes the improvements described above while following 
the existing alignment. To accommodate the improvements to I-25, the Union Pacific 
Railroad would be moved to the east between the Arkansas River and Evraz Rocky 
Mountain Steel Mill (see Exhibit 2). 

Modified I-25 Alternative 
The Modified I-25 Alternative includes the improvements described in the bullets above as 
well as incorporates alignment changes in the central area of the project. Under the 
Modified I-25 Alternative, I-25 would leave its existing alignment and be relocated to the 
east, approximately between Ilex Street on the north and just south of the entrance to the 
Evraz Rocky Mountain Steel Mills. At this southern location, the highway would rejoin the 
existing alignment through the rest of the project. The roadway that would no longer be I-25 
would be reused to provide an extension of the existing Santa Fe Avenue. This means that 
residents living south and north of the Arkansas River would have direct access to southern 
or northern Pueblo without having to drive on I-25 (see Exhibit 3). 

A new Stanton Avenue would run east from Santa Fe Avenue, go under I-25, and turn south 
at Runyon Field. The road would continue south over the Arkansas River, intersect with 
Santa Fe Drive, and connect to the existing Santa Fe Avenue. This new configuration would 
allow Locust Street to be connected to B Street, west of Santa Fe Avenue. This request came 
from the East Bessemer neighborhood. Residents were extremely concerned about the 
neighborhood losing direct access from downtown (see Exhibit 4) as result of this project.  

Table 1 below illustrates a comparison of the two Build Alternatives.  
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TABLE 1 
Summary of Impacts to Transportation 

Existing I-25 Alternative Modified I-25 Alternative 

Corrects geometric and operational deficiencies. 

Replaces 15 bridges that have low sufficiency ratings. 

Extends Dillon Drive to increase off-highway mobility for local users. 

Reconstructs interchanges at US 50B and between 1st Street and 13th Street to improve ramp length, mobility, 
and safety by connecting I-25 to more appropriate city streets. 

Modifies transit routes by reconfiguring interchange systems. 

Improves east-west connectivity through reconstruction of the Abriendo Avenue and Northern Avenue 
interchange complex. 

Reconstruction of the Abriendo Avenue interchange 
and removal of the Ilex Street interchange improves 
safety by increasing spacing between interchanges. 

Restores off-highway connections that were removed 
during original I-25 construction. Extension of Santa 
Fe Avenue and Stanton Avenues to re-establish 
23 miles of local grid system and improves safety and 
mobility. 

Relocates existing railroad tracks to the east to 
accommodate for wider highway footprint. 

Provides alternative north-south routes for local users. 

Improves off-highway mobility for local users by 
construction frontage road system at Northern 
Avenue. 

Reduces demand on I-25 and increases local mobility 
and east-west access by reconstructing the Northern 
Avenue interchange and construction of a frontage 
road system. 

Source: New Pueblo Freeway Project Team, 2010. 

Resource Study Background 
A comprehensive investigation of social, natural, and cultural resources was completed as 
part of the project. These resources and potential impacts to them will be documented in the 
Draft and Final EISs being prepared for this project. As this memorandum is concerned with 
the regulatory requirements of Section 404 and Section 4(f), a summary of the wetlands and 
Section 4(f) resources in the study area is presented below. 

Wetlands and other Waters of the US 
A field survey of the project area was conducted in 2003 to verify the presence or absence of 
potential wetland areas. Wetlands in the project area were identified and boundaries were 
delineated using the procedures in the USACE Wetlands Delineation Manual (USACE, 1987). 
In addition, CDOT performed a functional assessment for all wetland areas in May 2010. A 
total of seven wetland areas (WL-1 through WL-4 and WL-5a, 5b, and 5c) and three waters 
of the US (the Arkansas River, Fountain Creek, and Runyon Lake) were identified during 
the field survey (see Table 2 below). The wetland areas are primarily concentrated along the 
Arkansas River and Fountain Creek corridors and total 13.85 acres within the project area. 
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TABLE 2 
Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. within the Project Area 

Location Cowardin Classification System1 
Acreage within Project 

Area 

WL-1 PEM/PFO 4.04 

WL-2 PEM/PFO 1.06 

WL-3 PSS/PFO 0.39 

WL-4 PEM 010 

WL-5a PSS/PFO 1.80 

WL-5b PEM/PFO 4.35 

WL-5c PEM 2.11 

Arkansas River Riverine 9.06 

Fountain Creek Riverine 25.76 

Runyon Lake Riverine 2.42 
1 The wetland areas were categorized by the Cowardin Classification System as follows:  
Palustrine Emergent (PEM) - Characterized by erect, rooted, herbaceous hydrophytes, excluding mosses and 
lichens. This vegetation is present for most of the growing season in most years. These wetlands are usually 
dominated by perennial plants. All water regimes are included except subtidal and irregularly exposed.  
Palustrine Scrub Shrub (PSS) - Includes wetland areas dominated by woody vegetation less than 6 meters (20 
feet) tall. The species include true shrubs, young trees, and trees or shrubs that are small or stunted because of 
environmental conditions. All water regimes except subtidal are included.  
Palustrine Forested (PFO) - Similar to the PSS Classification however; the PFO Classification is characterized 
by woody vegetation that is 6 meters tall or taller.  
Riverine - Includes all wetlands and deepwater habitats contained within a channel with the exception of 
wetlands dominated by trees, shrubs, persistent emergents, emergent mosses or lichens; and habitats with 
water containing ocean-derived salts in excess of 0.5 percent.  

The wetlands and the waters of the U.S. are shown in Exhibits 5 through 8.  

Wetland 2 (WL-2), the wetland impacted more by the Modified I-25 Alternative than by the 
Existing I-25 Alternative, was assessed using CDOTs Functional Assessment of Colorado 
Wetlands (FACWet) as part of this analysis.  While this wetland in terms of habitat 
connectivity and buffer capacity was determined to be functioning impaired it received a 
composite FCI (Functional Capacity Index) score of 0.82 out of 1.00.  This relatively high 
score was due to the fact that this wetland is still highly functioning in terms of water 
storage, nutrient/toxicant removal, flood attenuation, and supporting aquatic habitat.  
Weed species only constituted a minor portion of the wetland vegetation. 

Other wetlands within the study area were examined with scores slightly to moderately 
lower to that of WL-2.  WL-1 had a composite FCI score of 0.76, which was the lowest of the 
assessed wetlands.   

Section 4(f) Resources  
The study area for the New Pueblo Freeway project includes the following parks and 
recreational facilities, from north to south: 
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 Detention Ponds between 29th Street and 24th Street (Pits Park), adjacent to I-25 
 Mineral Palace Park between 15th and 19th Street, adjacent to I-25 
 Fountain Creek Park Land and Trail east of I-25, follows Fountain Creek 
 Runyon Field Sports Complex at Ilex east of I-25  
 Runyon/Fountain Lakes State Wildlife Area along Arkansas River east of I-25 
 The Arkansas River Corridor 
 Benedict Park at Mesa Avenue east of I-25 
 JJ Raigoza Park at Maryland Avenue west of I-25 

All of the parks are owned by the City of Pueblo with the exception of the 
Runyon/Fountain Lakes State Wildlife Area, which is owned by the Pueblo Conservancy 
District and operated and maintained by the Colorado Division of Wildlife. 

A total of 882 historic resources were surveyed for the project. Of the 882 historic resources 
surveyed (876 individual properties and six neighborhoods) for eligibility, 191 individual 
properties and five historic neighborhoods were recommended for eligibility. The State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with these findings in April 2009. These 
resources include such things as private residences and commercial buildings generally 
constructed between 1900 and 1960, the Santa Fe Avenue Bridge over the Arkansas River, 
the 4.5-mile Colorado & Wyoming railroad switching line, the late 19th century retaining 
walls at the Colorado Smelting Company, and the Steelworks Suburbs Historic District. The 
Steelworks Suburbs Historic District contains several neighborhoods and the steel mill itself. 
Many of these properties are National Register of Historic Places-eligible based on their 
association with patterns of early urban development in Pueblo or because they are good 
examples of historic architectural styles. 

Impacts, Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation of Impacts to 
Wetlands and Section 4(f) Resources 
Wetlands and Waters of the US 
Because the Existing I-25 Alternative and Modified I-25 Alternatives follow the same 
alignment in the northern and southern areas of the project, the central area of the project is 
the differentiator among impacts. Both alternatives would impact 0.13 acre of WL-5c in the 
north area of the project and 0.02 acre of WL-1 in the south area. 

Existing I-25 Alternative 
The Existing I-25 Alternative would impact a total of 0.22 acre of wetlands in the project 
area. In the Central area of the project, the Existing I-25 Alternative would impact a total of 
0.07 acre of WL-2, which would be fragmented and divided in half. Impacts would occur 
due to the extension of Abriendo Avenue to connect to Santa Fe Drive east of I-25. The 
bridge piers currently in place at the Arkansas River crossing would be removed and 
replaced; however, they would be reconstructed in the same locations as the existing piers 
with a slightly smaller footprint. As a result, no direct permanent impacts to the Arkansas 
River would occur. 
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Modified I-25 Alternative 
The Modified I-25 Alternative would impact 1.10 acres of wetlands. The Modified I-25 
Alternative would have a total of 0.95 acre of unavoidable impacts to Central area wetlands, 
consisting of 0.93 acre of impacts to WL-2 and 0.02 acre of impacts to the Arkansas River. 
Specifically, the Modified I-25 Alternative would almost entirely remove WL-2 to 
accommodate the realignment of I-25. Impacts to the Arkansas River would occur due to the 
placement of bridge piers in the Arkansas River. Table 3 provides a summary of impacts to 
the wetlands. 

TABLE 3 
Summary of Impacts to Wetlands 

Existing I-25 Alternative Modified I-25 Alternative 

Construction of the Dillon Drive extension near US 50 would impact 0.13 acre of WL-5c. 

Construction of the Greenhorn Drive extension would impact 0.02 acre of WL-1. 

Extension of Abriendo Avenue would divide the 
wetlands near Santa Fe Drive east of I-25. Area of 
impact is 0.07 acres 

Shifting I-25 to the east would result in the removal of 
almost 90 percent of the WL-2 near Santa Fe Avenue. 
Area of impact is 0.93 acres. 

 Construction of new bridge piers over the Arkansas 
River would impact 0.02 acre of wetlands. 

Total impact of 0.22 acre  Total impact of 1.10 acres 

Source: New Pueblo Freeway Project Team, 2010.  

Substantial efforts have been made to avoid and minimize impacts to the wetland. As noted 
earlier, there is a total of 13.85 acres of wetlands in the study area. Although complete 
avoidance of wetlands was not possible, an effort was made to avoid as many wetlands and 
other waters of the US as possible and to minimize impacts to others. As the project is 
located in a highly urbanized corridor, there is little room available to accommodate shifts 
in the alignment due to the proximity of residential and commercial structures. In some 
cases, avoiding wetlands and other waters of the US would cause considerable residential 
and commercial displacements and was not considered practicable. In other areas, wetlands 
exist along both sides of the roadway, so shifting one direction to avoid an individual 
wetland resulted in impacts to another wetland. 

Project impacts have been minimized to the extent practicable, staying on the existing 
alignment where possible. New fill slopes have been steepened to 3:1 and the use of 
retaining walls will also be incorporated into the design in some locations to prevent new 
fill slopes from extending into wetland areas. This slope will allow vegetation to become 
established but will not pose a safety hazard to the motoring public. The alignment was 
shifted to the extent possible to reduce construction impacts into wetland areas sometimes 
at the cost of other resources.  An example is an earlier alternative that was developed to 
avoid impacts to Mineral Palace Park,a Section 4(f) resource, included widening I-25 to east 
that would push the existing Union Pacific Railroad into the Fountain Creek.  This 
alternative was dismissed because it would present unacceptable impacts to the floodplains, 
Fountain Creek and Wetland WL-5a and WL-5b. 
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Wetland impacts would be mitigated within the project area. The FACWet analysis 
performed in May 2010 by CDOT staff will be used to guide the types of functional values 
that the mitigation would seek to replace. While there are several potential mitigation 
locations within the study area, CDOT and FHWA intend to work with USACE staff to 
identify the best mitigation location and concept to replace the values of the impacted 
wetlands. 

Section 4(f) 
As with the wetland impacts, because of the similarity of the alternatives in the northern 
and southern areas of the project, the impacted 4(f) properties in those areas are the same. 
Because impacts to 4(f) properties are distinguishable only in the Central area, this 
discussion focuses on impacts in that area.  

As detailed under the following discussion for each alternative, differences in impacts to 
historic resources occur at two residential properties, the Colorado and Wyoming (C&W) 
railroad line, and within the Steelworks Suburbs Historic District. The alternatives have 
common impacts to three residential structures, two commercial structures, and the Santa Fe 
Avenue Bridge. Both alternatives impact the C&W railroad line, but the Modified I-25 
Alternative does not impact the unique High Rail segment of that line. Within the 
Steelworks Suburbs Historic District, the Modified I-25 Alternative impacts fewer structures 
and restores connectivity among the neighborhoods adjacent to the Santa Fe Avenue 
Extension. 

Differences in impacts occur at two recreational properties in the Central project area. 
Benedict Park, located east of I-25 on Mesa Avenue, is a 1.9-acre park that contains informal 
athletic fields, a playground, basketball court, and picnic tables. The Runyon/ Fountain 
Lakes State Wildlife Area, located east of I-25 and just north of the Arkansas River, is a 
400-acre undeveloped open space. With the exception of the Fountain Creek Trail, there are 
no other active recreational facilities within the parkland except picnic tables located along 
the trail. 

Both alternatives would impact Mineral Palace Park, which is located on the west side of I-
25, south of US 50B interchange in the northern area of the project. Fountain Creek parkland 
and its associated surface water and floodplain resources are located on the east side of I-25, 
along with a historic railroad line. The widening of I-25 would result in a loss of 
approximately 50 linear feet of the park along the eastern edge, approximately 1.4 acres of 
use. The avoidance and minimization efforts at Mineral Palace Park are notable and are 
indicative of the efforts made by the study team to balance impacts to resources. An 
alternative investigated to avoid impacts to Mineral Palace Park included widening I-25 to 
the east that would push the existing Union Pacific Railroad into the Fountain Creek. This 
alternative was dismissed because it would present unacceptable impacts to the floodplain, 
Fountain Creek, Wetland WL-5a and WL-5b.  
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Existing I-25 Alternative 

Benedict Park 
Under the Existing I-25 Alternative, I-25 would be widened to the east at this location, 
which would require that the Union Pacific Railroad rail line also move east into Benedict 
Park; 0.4 acre of the park’s western edge would be used, leaving 1.5 acres of the park in 
place as a smaller park that could still function as a neighborhood “pocket” park. The 
informal athletic field would be reduced in size; however, the playgrounds and basketball 
court could continue to be used. As a result of the Existing I-25 Alternative improvements, 
2.6 acres directly to the south of and across Mesa Avenue from Benedict Park would become 
an extension of the park, making the size of the revised Benedict Park a total of 4.1 acres. 
The new park plans proposed for the Existing I-25 Alternative address several issues at the 
existing Benedict Park, including parking, trees, and improved lighting. Improvements 
include a larger area, more amenities, and improved access.  

Runyon/Fountain Lakes State Wildlife Area 

No impacts will occur to the State Wildlife Area under the Existing I-25 Alternative. 

Historic Properties 
The remaining Section 4(f) properties impacted by the two Build Alternatives in the Central 
area are historic properties. The Existing I-25 Alternative would impact nine historic 
resources in the Central area. Three residential properties, two commercial properties, and 
the Santa Fe Avenue Bridge would be totally acquired and demolished. The historic 
segments of the Union Pacific Railroad and C&W railroad lines would be removed and 
relocated, including the C&W High Rail line, a unique feature. Additionally, a number of 
properties within the Steelworks Suburbs Historic District would be impacted, including the 
total or partial acquisition of 86 properties.  The constrained right-of-way made avoiding 
individual resources difficult as the avoidance of one historic resource would ultimately 
result in impacts to one or more other resources.  

Modified I-25 Alternative 

Benedict Park 
The Modified I-25 Alternative would realign the highway to avoid the Union Pacific 
Railroad freight rail line. This would require the use of the entire park (1.9 acres). The 
informal athletic fields, two playgrounds, picnic tables, picnic shelter, and a basketball court 
would all be eliminated.  

Under this alternative, 4.3 acres of land south of Mesa Avenue would become a replacement 
park for the existing Benedict Park. The new park plans proposed address several issues at 
the existing Benedict Park, including parking, trees, and improved lighting. Improvements 
include a larger area, more amenities, and improved access. The benefit under the Modified 
I-25 Alternative is greater as a result of the ability to provide a larger, contiguous park when 
compared to the Existing I-25 Alternative. 

Runyon/Fountain Lakes State Wildlife Area 
Under the Modified I-25 Alternative, I-25 would leave the existing alignment at Ilex Street 
and follow a new alignment that would require four bridges to be constructed over the 
Arkansas River and within the Runyon/Fountain Lakes State Wildlife Area. Most of the I-25 
mainline and adjacent ramps would fly over park property; however, bridge abutments on 
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the south side of the river would use some of the State Wildlife Area. For this alternative, 
Stanton Avenue (which currently ends at the State Wildlife Area) would be extended south 
on a bridge over the State Wildlife Area and the Arkansas River. Bridge piers would also be 
placed in the State Wildlife Area to support this bridge. The pedestrian bridge and trail 
would need to be removed and relocated.  

Although there would be new bridge piers, the piers would be placed so they would not 
interfere with recreation. Measures to minimize harm to the Runyon State Wildlife Area 
were developed by the project team with input from Pueblo Conservancy District (the 
agency with jurisdiction over the property), City of Pueblo planning staff, and the public. As 
part of the Modified I-25 Alternative, the pedestrian bridge over the Arkansas River would 
be relocated just east of the proposed Stanton Avenue bridge to allow room for the new 
bridges that would span the river east of the current I-25 alignment. The trail that leads to 
the current pedestrian bridge would be relocated over the new pedestrian bridge to allow 
for crossing the Arkansas River and reconnecting to the Arkansas River trail. After 
construction, the trails would be fully usable by passing under the I-25 bridges and the 
Stanton Bridge. The bricks of greenway donors would stay in place, but the park benches 
and the memorial park bench will be moved to the east, closer to the lake and to a quieter 
location. After project completion and mitigation, there would be no permanent impacts to 
the primary recreational components of the State Wildlife Area, including fishing. 

Historic Properties 
 The Modified I-25 Alternative would impact eleven historic properties in the Central area. 
Five residential properties, two commercial properties, and the Santa Fe Avenue Bridge 
would be totally acquired and demolished. All but two of the residential properties are the 
same as those impacted by the Existing I-25 Alternative. A portion of the C&W railroad line 
would be removed and relocated, but the High Rail line would not be impacted. The 
Colorado Smelting retaining walls would be directly impacted, and within the Steelworks 
Suburbs Historic District, 69 properties would be totally or partially acquired. The 
constrained right-of-way creates difficulty avoiding individual resources as the avoidance of 
one historic resource would ultimately result in impacts to one or more other resources.  

Recommendation 
Two build alternatives have been analyzed in detail for the I-25 New Pueblo Freeway 
project, the Existing I-25 Alternative and the Modified I-25 Alternative. Efforts have been 
made throughout the project study to avoid and minimize impacts to resources, including 
wetlands, waters of the US, parks and recreational facilities, and historic properties. For the 
Modified I-25 Alternative these efforts resulted in potential impacts to only 1.10 of 13.85 
acres of wetlands in the study area. Of the 199 historic properties in the study area, only 
nine would potentially be impacted by the project. 
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The Modified I-25 Alternative should be identified as the preferred alternative in the DEIS. 
The Modified I-25 Alternative is recommended for the following reasons: 

 Although both alternatives address the safety elements of the purpose and need, the 
Modified I-25 Alternative best meets the mobility elements because:  

  The Modified I-25 Alternative provides connectivity to the north and south with the 
extension of Stanton Avenue north and west to Santa Fe Avenue and south to Santa 
Fe Drive. Residents of the Bessemer Neighborhood east of I-25 would be more 
connected to the rest of the neighborhood, as well as the community resources in the 
Grove and Downtown Neighborhoods.  

 The Modified I-25 Alternative also improves north-south mobility by converting the 
existing I-25 south of the Arkansas River to be an extension of Santa-Fe Drive to 
facilitate local trips more efficiently and maintain regional trips on I-25 (see Exhibit 4 
for more detail). 

 The Modified I-25 Alternative also improves east-west mobility over the Existing 
I-25 Alternative by providing a more direct connection to the interstate at Abriendo 
Avenue.  

 The extension of Santa Fe Avenue as a result of the Modified I-25 Alternative also 
provides a benefit to residences on the south end between Minnequa Avenue and 
Logan Avenue by returning the functionality of their properties. When I-25 was 
originally constructed homes that had access to Schley Avenue had their access 
removed and their front doors were adjacent to I-25. The access to these homes was 
only provided through the back alley. With the extension of Santa Fe Avenue these 
homes would have the access to the front of the house returned with access to Santa 
Fe Avenue.  

 Both alternatives share the same impacts in the north and south sections of the project. 
The only difference in impacts occurs in the central section of the project between Ilex 
Street and the Evraz Rocky Mountain Steel Mills.T 

 Although the Modified Alternative impacts 2 additional historic properties compared to 
the Existing Alternative, the Modified Alternative has fewer impacts to properties 
within the Steelworks Suburbs Historic District, 69 would be fully or partially acquired, 
compared to 86 properties with the Existing Alternative. 

 Wetland impacts differ by less than 1 acre, with the Modified I-25 Alternative impacting 
0.88 acre more wetlands than the Existing I-25 Alternative.  

 Impacts to Waters of the U.S. are nearly equal between the alternatives, with the 
Modified I-25 Alternative impacting just 0.02 acre of the Arkansas River. The impact 
would be greater due to the increased number of bridge piers required to span the 
Arkansas River. 

 The estimated costs of each alternative were also considered; however, the costs between 
the two alternatives were too similar to be a differentiating factor. 
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 Both alternatives will impact Benedict Park, but while the initial impact is greater with 
the Modified I-25 Alternative, the Modified I-25 Alternative allows for the construction 
of a new 4.3 acre park to replace the existing Benedict Park. The Existing I-25 Alternative 
reduces the size of the existing park and creates a new 2.6 acre park across the roadway 
from the existing Benedict Park, which is less desirable.  

 Although the Modified I-25 Alternative impacts more of the State Wildlife Area than the 
Existing I-25 alternative, the impacts are minor and do not affect the recreational use. 

 There is very little difference between the Existing I-25 Alternative and Modified I-25 
Alternative in terms of impacts to other resources. Both alternatives would impact 
minimal amounts of wildlife habitat, including Arkansas darter and plains leopard frog 
habitat. The Modified I-25 Alternative would impact one additional hazardous material 
site than the Existing I-25 Alternative, but it would also require less impervious surface 
area (4 acres less than the Existing I-25 Alternative), which would result in lower 
pollutant levels than the Existing I-25 Alternative. 

 The City of Pueblo Parks and Recreation Department expressed its support for the 
Modified I-25 Alternative in a letter dated July 13, 2010. Their preference for the 
Modified I-25 Alternative is based on that alternative’s ability to improve trail 
connections and facilitate north-south movement in the corridor.  

The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) and FHWA will work with USACE to 
identify suitable mitigation for impacts to wetlands and waters of the US. The study area 
includes several locations that may be suitable for replacing the functional values affected 
by impacts to wetlands, potentially including locations along the corridors of Fountain 
Creek and the Arkansas River, or within Lake Pueblo State Park. As discussed during a 2006 
field visit with USACE, the mitigation measures may involve placing tree cuttings at the 
trailhead near the mouth of Fountain Creek and along Fountain Creek at State Highway 47 
and planting trees near the Eagle Ridge interchange project.   

The alternatives developed for the New Pueblo Freeway project have avoided the majority 
of wetland, waters of the US, and Section 4(f) resources present within the study area. The 
wetland resources impacted by both alternatives are unavoidable. The Modified I-25 
Alternative represents the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative because, 
while it does have slightly greater impacts to wetlands, it better serves the purpose and 
need for the project by better restoring local access that was hindered by the original 
construction of I-25, allows for a replacement and expansion of Benedict Park, has fewer 
impacts to the Steelworks Suburbs Historic District,  appears to be the Section 4(f) least 
harm alternative, and is supported by local officials. Further, the wetland impacts of the 
Modified I-25 Alternative  may be mitigated within the study area, potentially providing 
equal or greater functional values than those impacted. 
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EXHIBIT 1 
Project Study Area 
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EXHIBIT 2 
Existing I-25 Alternative 
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EXHIBIT 3 
Modified I-25 Alternative 
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EXHIBIT 4 
Modified I-25 Alternative with the New Stanton Avenue 
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EXHIBIT 5 
Wetlands in the North Area 
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EXHIBIT 6 
Wetlands in the South Area 

  



 

21 
 

EXHIBIT 7 
Wetlands in the Central Area – Existing I-25 Alternative 
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EXHIBIT 8 
Wetlands in the Central Area – Modified I-25 Alternative 

 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
ALBUQUERQUE DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

SOUTHERN COLORADO REGULATORY OFFICE 
REPLY TO 200 s. SANTA FE, SUITE 301 
AITENTION OF: PUEBLO, COLORADO 81003 

Regulatory Division 
Southern Colorado Branch 

John cater 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
12300 W. Dakota Ave, Suite 180 
Lakewood, CO 80228 

December 6, 2010 

Subject: Preferred Alternative Concurrence, for 1-25 Pueblo 

Dear Mr. Cater, 

This letter responds to Summary of the 1-25 Pueblo Freeway: Preferred Alternative, requesting 
concurrence with the draft alternatives. 

Given our previous acceptance of the Purpose and Need statement and evaluation criteria, we concur 
with the selecting the proposed Modified Alternative as the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative (LEDPA) for the detailed evaluation in the draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

To be in compliance with 404(b)(1) Guidelines criteria, the selected route should be the LEDPA with 
regard to impacts to waters of the United States. If a route with greater impacts to waters of the U.S. is 
proposed, FHWA must demonstrate the alternative with less impacts is not practicable in terms of cost, 
logistics or technology to satisfy 404(b)(1) requirements. We also note the Guidelines require avoidance 
and minimization of impacts to waters of the U.S. to the extent practicable. 

If you have any questions, I may be reached at (719) 543-6915 or van.a.truan@usace.army.milif you 
have any questions. 

~ 

~cer(,~·- ... 
/ w~~ 

an Truan 
Chief, Southern Colorado 

Regulatory Branch 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
ALBUQUERQUE DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

200 SOUTH SANTA FE AVENUE, SUITE 301 
PUEBLO, COLORADO 81003-4270 

(719) 543-8102 
FAX (719) 543-9475 

REPLY TO 

ATTENTION OF 

Regulatory Division 
Southern Colorado Regulatory Office 

January 26, 2012 

SUBJECT: Action No. SPA-2002-00267, CDOT-1-25 Improvements, Arkansas River and 
Fountain Creek, Pueblo, Pueblo County, Colorado 

Mr. Rob Frei 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
Region 2 
1480 Quail Lake Loop, Suite A 
Colorado Springs, CO 80906 

Dear Mr. Frei: 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is in receipt of your letter dated November 1, 
2011 requesting a jurisdictional determination for waters and wetlands along the proposed 
alignment for 1-25 improvements through Pueblo. We have assigned Action No. SPA-2002-
00267 to this activity. To avoid delay, please include this number in all future correspondence 
concerning this project. 

We have reviewed this request in accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(CWA). Under Section 404, the Corps regulates the discharge of dredged and fill material into 
waters of the United States, including wetlands. Based on your description of existing on-site 
conditions, other information available to us, and current regulations and policy, we have 
determined that there are waters of the United States or navigable waters of the United States on 
the proposed project site. However, it is incumbent upon you to remain informed of any changes 
in the Corps Regulatory Program regulations and policy as they relate to your project. 

The Corps based this decision on a preliminary jurisdictional determination (JD) that there 
may be waters of the United States on the project site. Preliminary JDs are advisory in nature 
and may not be appealed. An approved JD is an official Corps determination that "waters of the 
U.S." and/or "navigable waters of the U.S." are either present or absent on a particular site. An 



- 2 -

approved JD precisely identifies the limits of those waters on the project site determined to be 
jurisdictional under the CW A. If you wish, you may request that the USA CE reevaluate this 
case and issue an approved JD. If you request an approved JD, you may not begin work until the 
approved JD, which may require coordination with the Environmental Protection Agency, is 
completed. Please contact me if you wish to request an approved JD for this case. 

If you have any questions concerning our regulatory program, please contact me at 719-
543-8102 or by e-mail at Christopher.M.Grosso@usace.army.mil. At your convenience, please 
complete a Customer Service Survey on-line available at 
http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html. 

Copies furnished via email: 

Sincerely, 

(\ 
I 

Christopher Grosso 
Regulatory Project Manager 

Rob Frei, Colorado Department of Transportation, Robert.Frei@DOT.STATE.CO.US 



  

 

 

 
Traffic Model Sensitivity Analysis Coordination 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Region 2 
Planning and Environmental Division 
1480 Quail Lake Loop 
Colorado Springs, CO 80906 
(719) 227-3248 voice 
(719) 227-3298 fax 

December 21, 2010 

Bill Moore, M.ITE 
MPO Administrator 
PACOG MPOffPR 
223 N Santa Fe Avenue 
Pueblo, CO 81003 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

We have recently completed an update to the traffic analysis for the Interstate 25 (l-25) New Pueblo Freeway 
projecl The traffic forecasts were updated to reflect 2035 conditions to re-confirm the conclusions in the original 
analysis. 

The 2004 New Pueblo Freeway Traffic Report (CH2M HILL, 2004) documented the traffic forecasting and analysis 
completed to support the evaluation of the design and operational alternatives for the New Pueblo Freeway projecl 
The CH2M HILL team has worked closely with the City, PACOG, and CDOT staff in the development of these 
forecasts. The purpose of this letter is to document and re~uest your concurrence on an update to the modeling 
process, assumptions, and results for compliance with the 2035 model. 

Original Modeling Process 

Travel demand forecasting for the year 2025 was performed using the Pueblo Arca Council of Governments 
(PACOG) TransCAD travel demand model. The Highway Capacity Software (HCS) and the CORSIM simulation 
model were used to assess the operational measures of effectiveness (e.g., LOS and delay) for the freeway sections 
and intersections within the project limit. Throughout the modeling process, interim results were reviewed by a 
technical group comprised of City of Pueblo and CDOT staff. 

Updated Assumptions for 2035 Analysis 

Since completion of the 2004 traffic repon, PA COG has updated their travel demand model to the year 2035. Since 
the project is on-going, the new horizon year necessitated a traffic sensitivity analysis to determine ifth.e proposed 
build alternatives can accommodate the expected 2035 traffic volumes. Generally, changes in traffic mirror that of 
population, employment, and household growth. Therefore, the sensitivity analysis was completed using the 
updated 2035 socio-economic projections from the travel demand model. 

Based on the 2035 socioeconomic data in the travel demand model, the growth in population from 2025 to 2035 was 
determined to be approximately 33,000 people, or a 15 percent increase, region wide. Employment growth is 
expected to be 20 percent (20,000 jobs) region wide from 2025 to 2035. Using the more conservative employment 
growth, the sensitivity analysis for 2035 was conducted assuming a 20 percent increase in traffic from the 2025 to 
the 2035 traffic forecasl The following presents th.e results of the 2035 traffic operations analysis. 

Results 

The results of the (original) 2025 traffic analysis, presented in Table l, indicated that both the Existing Alignment 
and Modified Alignment alternatives adequately accommodate expected 2025 traffic, with all freeway segments 
predicted to operate at LOS C or better. Based on this analysis, both build alternatives are expected to provide 
improved operations compared to the No Action alternative. Between the two build alternatives, operations were 
expected to be very similar, both on the freeway and surface streets. 



TABLE 1 
S stem Data Summa for the Anaf sis Year 2025 

System Data 

Total Vehicle-Miles 

Vehicle Hours of Move Time 

Vehicle Hours of Delay Time 

% ofTravel nme Delayed 

Vehicle Hours of Total Time 

No Action 

65574 

1403 

1352 

49% 

2755 

Exist Align Mod Align 

68814 70685 

1525 1599 

1133 1253 

43% 44% 

2658 2852 

Average Speed (mph) 24 26 25 

Ratio of Move{f otal Time 0.51 0.57 0.56 

-~~~~!~/_~i!~_C?!.l?~J~Y. T!~~--____________ ____ _____________ ___ -~·?~. ____ ___ .. _ ..... 9:~ _______________ -~:9~- ___ _ .... 
Number of Intersections w/ E (HCM/CORSIM) 2/2 0/1 1/3 

Number of Intersections w/ F (HCM/CORSIM) 

Percent.age of Freeway Miles at LOS D 

Percentage of Freeway Miles at LOS E 

Percentage of Freeway Miles at LOS F 

2/2 ----.... _qf? ... ------ -------. _qf? _ ------.. 
0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

Table 2 is a similar summary of the overall system performance projected for 2035. The build alternatives are 
projected to have speeds that are 40 percent higher and delays that are 50 percent lower, as compared to the No 
Action alternative. Comparing these results to the 2025 traffic analysis, the percentage of travel time delayed and 
the ratio of move time to total time in the network increase only slightly even though the volumes in.crease 20 
percent and the vehicle-miles increase approximately 8 percent for the Existing Alignment and approximately 14 
percent for the Modified Alignment 

TABLE2 
S stem Data Summa for the Anal sis Year 2035 

System Data 

Total Vehide-Miles 

Vehicle Hours of Move Time 

Vehicle Hours of Delay Time 

% ofTravel Time Delayed 

Vehicle Hours of Total Time 

Average Speed (mph) 

Ratio of Move/Total Time 

_fy!i_~l!!~/-~J!~-~f _q~!~Y.!!r:r!~. ____ __ .. _. ____ . __ .. ____ __ _ 
Number of Intersections w/ E (HCM/CORSIM) 

Number of Intersections w/ F (HCM/CORSIM) ........................................ ....... . .. . .... .. .. . .. .... ..... . ........... 
Percentage of Freeway M iles at LOS D 

Percentage of Freeway Miles at LOS E 

Percentage of Freeway Miles at LOS F 

No Action Exist Align Mod Align 

68652 74633 80491 

1470 1670 1819 

2625 1351 1476 

64% 45% 45% 

4095 3021 3296 

17 25 24 

0.36 0.55 0.55 

2.29 1.1 1.1 ·--·------- --- ------ ········- -------- ---- ------ -- ·-· ·-- ---· -· 
2/2 0/2 1/2 

0/1 

0% 0% 

In addition, we have attached the 2025 vs. 2035 Traffic Sensitivity Analysis Addendum for your review. 



If you agree wilh the rcsul Lc; provided and chat, for purposes o f evaluating expcc1cd 2035 future traffic conditions for 
1hc New Pueblo Freeway project, 1he consul tant team has appropriately uti lized the P ACOG travel demand model 
please pleased indicate your concurrence by signing below. 

Sincerely. 

Q_,~ 
Richard Zamora, PE 
Resident Engineer 
COOT Region 2 

PACOG has reviewed the infomwtion provided and concurs with the updated assumptions and the appropriate use 
of the travel demand model. TI1e model results derived on that basis arc in compliance with the PACOG 2035 
Model.. 

Bill Moore 
Pueblo Arca Council of Governments 

Attachmcnls 



Support Resolutions by Local Agencies



RESOLUTION NO. 12626 

A RESOLUTION EXPRESSING SUPPORT FOR THE 
MODIFIED 1-25 ALTERNATIVE SET FORTH IN THE NEW 
PUEBLO FREEWAY ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT COMPLETED BY THE COLORADO 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND THE 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY 
ADMINISTRATION 

WHEREAS, the Colorado Department of Transportation (COOT) and the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) propose improvements to the Interstate 25 (1-25) 
Corridor from just south of United States Highway 50 (US 50)/State Highway 47 
(milepost 101) to just south of Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) in Pueblo, Colorado, a 
distance of approximately seven miles (the "New Pueblo Freeway Project"); and 

WHEREAS, the purpose of the New Pueblo Freeway Project is to: (1) improve 
safety by addressing deteriorating roadways, bridges, and unsafe road characteristics 
on 1-25; and (2) improve local and regional mobility within and through the City to meet 
existing and future travel demands. The need for the Project results from the highway's 
age and the design practices utilized at the time it was built, which has led to safety and 
mobility problems; and 

WHEREAS, after an active public participation program, COOT and FHWA have 
prepared and published the New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement and 
Section 4(f) Evaluation for 1-25 Improvements through Pueblo, (EIS); and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the EIS, COOT and FHWA have preliminarily identified 
the Modified 1-25 Alternative as the preferred alternative for the New Pueblo Freeway 
Project as it better addresses the local and regional mobility problems; NOW, 
THEREFORE, 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF PUEBLO, that: 

SECTION 1. 

The Pueblo City Council expresses its support and preference for the Modified 1-

25 Alternative for the New Pueblo Freeway Project, as same is set forth in the New 

Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation for 1-25 

Improvements through Pueblo . 



SECTION 2. 

The plan is approved with the condition that appropriate signage be added 

directing the public to local attractions, businesses, and community features. 

SECTION 3. 

The City Clerk is directed to deliver a certified copy of this Resolution to Tom 

Wrona, Region 2 Transportation Director of the Colorado Department of Transportation. 

SECTION 4. 

This Resolution shall become effective upon passage and approval. 

INTRODUCED: March 25. 2013 

ATTESTEDBY: ~~::¥1,~ 
Cl CLERK 



RESOLUTION NO. 13- ..J!!!_ 

THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
OF PUEBLO COUNTY, COLORADO 

A RESOLUTION EXPRESSING SUPPORT I<'OR THE MODIFIED 1-25 ALTERNATIVE 
SET FORTH IN THE NEW PUEBLO FREEWAY ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

STATEMENT COMPLETED BY THE COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION AND THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

WHEREAS, the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) and the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHW A) propose improvements to the Interstate 25 (I-25) Corridor 
from just south of United States Highway 50/State Highway 4 7 (milepost 101) to just south of 
Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) in Pueblo, Colorado, a distance of approximately seven miles 
(the "New Freeway Project"); and 

WHEREAS, the purpose of the New Pueblo Freeway Project is to: (1) improve safety 
by addressing deteriorating roadways, bridges, and unsafe road access characteristics on I-25; 
and (2) improve local and regional mobility within and through the City to meet existing and 
future travel demands. The need for the Project results from the highway's age and outdated 
design practices utilized at the time it was built, which has created safety and mobility problems; 
and 

WHEREAS, this seven-mile section of I-25 through Pueblo is the oldest remaining 
section of I-25 in the state between New Mexico and Wyoming that was built between 1949 and 
1955 that has been redesigned but not reconstructed; and 

WHEREAS, after an active public participation program, CDOT and FHW A have 
prepared and published the New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement and Section 
4(f) Evaluation for I-25 Improvements through Pueblo, (EIS); and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the EIS, CDOT and FHW A have identified the Modified I-25 
Alternative as the preferred alternative for the New Pueblo Freeway Project as it better addresses 
the local and regional mobility problems. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PUEBLO COUNTY BOARD 
OF COMMSIONERS, that: 

SECTION 1. 

The Pueblo County Board of County Commissioners expresses its support and preference 
for the Modified I-25 Alternative for the New Pueblo Freeway Project, as same is set forth in the 
New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation for I-25 
Improvements through Pueblo. 



RESOLUTION NO. 13- 88 (CONTINUED) 

SECTION2. 

The plan is approved with the condition that appropriate signage be added directing the 
public to local attractions, businesses, and other community features. 

SECTION 3. 

The Pueblo County Board of County Commissioners will direct staff to deliver a certified 
copy of this Resolution to Tom Wrona, Region 2 Transportation Director, of the Colorado 
Department of Transportation. 

SECTION 4. 

This Resolution shall become effective upon passage and approval. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 17th day of April 2013, in Pueblo County, Colorado. 

THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
OF PUEBLO COUNTY, COLORADO: 

:~~~ 
Gilbert Ortiz, Coun; Cl 

U:\B\RES\SUPPORT 1-25 ALTERNATIVE4PUEBLOPROJECT.DOCX 

2 



RESOLUTION NO. 2013-009 

A RESOLUTION EXPRESSING SUPPORT FOR THE 
MODIFIED 1-25 ALTERNATIVE SET FORTH IN THE NEW 
PUEBLO FREEWAY ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT COMPLETED BY THE COLORADO 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND THE 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

WHEREAS, the Colorado Department of Transportation (COOT) and the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) propose improvements to the Interstate 25 (1-25) 
Corridor from just south of United States Highway 50 (US50)/State Highway 47 
(milepost 101) to just south of Pueblo Boulevard (milepost 94) in Pueblo, Colorado, a 
distance of approximately seven miles (the "New Pueblo Freeway Project"), and 

WHEREAS, the purpose of the New Pueblo Freeway Project is to: (1) improve safety by 
addressing deteriorating roadways, bridges, and unsafe road characteristics on 1-25; 
and (2) improve local and regional mobility within and through the City to meet existing 
and future travel demands. The need for the Project results from the age of the 
highway and the design practices utilized at the time it was built, which has led to safety 
and mobility problems; and 

WHEREAS, after an active public participation program, COOT and FHWA have 
prepared and published the New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement and 
Section 4(f) Evaluation for 1-25 Improvements through Pueblo, (EIS); and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the EIS, COOT and FHWA have preliminarily identified the 
Modified 1-25 Alternative as the preferred alternative for the New Pueblo Freeway 
Project as it better addresses the local and regional mobility problems. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PUEBLO AREA COUNCIL OF 
GOVERNMENTS that 

SECTION 1: 

The Pueblo Area Council of Governments expresses its support and preference for the 
Modified 1-25 Alternative for the New Pueblo Freeway Project, as same is set forth in 
the New Pueblo Freeway Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation 
for 1-25 Improvements through Pueblo. 

SECTION 2 

The plan is approved with the condition that appropriate signage be added directing the 
public to local attractions, businesses, and community features. 



SECTION 3 

This Resolution shall become effective upon passage and approval. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 25th day of April , 2013 by the PACOG Board. 

Chairperson, Pueblo Area Councd'ot Governments 
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